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Abstract
Polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity in adolescence is a prevalent and evolving
issue that poses many implications for families, teachers, policymakers, and others. This study
sought to examine whether polyvictimization and adversity longitudinally predict later
delinquency, and the possible mediating role of parental context and social support on this
relationship. Data was collected as part of the THV survey and the NatSCEV II and yielded a
final sample of 791 youths ages 10-20. Poisson regression analyses and structural equation
modeling were conducted. Results demonstrated that over and above the impact of
demographics, delinquency at Time 1, and community disorder, experiencing composite
polyvictimization, peer and sibling victimization, or witnessing/indirect victimization uniquely
predicted later engagement in delinquency. Contemporaneous parental context, involvement, and
hostility fully or partially mediated the relationship between polyvictimization, adversity, and
delinquency. Additionally, total social support and family social support partially mediated the
relationship between polyvictimization and delinquency, and fully mediated non-victimization
adversity, but only when contemporaneous parenting context was not in the mediational model.
Implications for these findings are discussed.
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The Mediating Role of Parental Context and Social Support on the Relationship between
Poly-victimization and Juvenile Delinquency: A Longitudinal Study
Victimization occurring in childhood is a prevalent issue with 66% of youth, ages 2-17
reporting at least one form of victimization in their lifetimes (Turner et al., 2010). The
investigation and application of adversity in childhood or polyvictimization, however, remains a
relatively new and an evolving topic within the discipline of justice studies. Polyvictimization
can be defined as having experienced multiple victimizations of different kinds, such as sexual
abuse, physical abuse, bullying, and exposure to family violence (Finkelhor et al., 2011). The
concept of polyvictimization is similar to adverse childhood experiences (ACEs), which has
recently received the attention of juvenile justice researchers, practitioners, and policy makers,
and refers to 10 childhood experiences that originally were identified in the medical field as
predictors of chronic disease in adulthood. The original 10 ACEs included emotional abuse,
physical abuse, sexual abuse, emotional neglect, physical neglect, violent treatment toward the
mother, household substance abuse, household mental illness, parental separation, or divorce,
and having an incarcerated household member (Felitti et al., 1988). Both polyvictimization and
ACEs have been studied to examine their outcomes for youth, but the majority of studies have
focused on internalizing outcomes such as mental health and self-concept, or physical health
(Finkelhor et al., 2011; Banyard et al., 2017; Barnes et al., 2016).
Adverse Childhood Experiences
Adverse childhood experiences, first described in 1988 by Felitti and colleagues, refer to
10 experiences identified as risk factors for adulthood chronic disease. Fortson et al. (2016)
defined emotional abuse as behaviors which harm a child’s emotional well-being, like shaming
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or rejection. They further defined physical abuse as the intentional use of physical force that can
result in physical injury and sexual abuse as pressuring or forcing a child to engage in sexual
acts. Finally, they stated that neglect, which can be physical or emotional in nature, is the failure
to meet a child’s basic needs.
In a study commissioned by the Centers for Disease Control of over 17,000 adult patients
seeking to examine the leading causes of death in adults, Felitti et al. (1988) were able to identify
the 10 experiences that were positively associated with chronic disease in adulthood. Using the
traditional ACE tool that measures victimization and adversity for medical and non-medical
predictive purposes, they measured the presence of each of 10 types of ACE victimization in
childhood, regardless of frequency or severity of the experience. They found that more than half
of the respondents reported at least one adverse childhood experience, and persons with multiple
categories of childhood exposure were likely to have multiple health risk factors later in life. The
use of a cumulative ACE score has been central to the study of childhood trauma and both
immediate and future negative outcomes on neurodevelopment, chronic disease, and mental
health (Felitti et al., 1988). In an additional study by Duke and colleagues (2010) of 136,549
Minnesota students, more than 1 in 4 youth (28.9%) ages 10-19 reported experiencing at least
one ACE. Such findings bring to light the prevalence of ACEs in children, but especially those
from already marginalized communities. For example, Duke et al. (2010) found that non-white
youth were significantly more likely to report at least one adverse childhood event, and history of
an adverse childhood event was significantly more likely for females, those not living with both
biological parents, and those receiving free or reduced-priced lunch.
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Polyvictimization
The terms “polyvictim” and “polyvictimization” were proposed by Finkelhor, Shattuck et
al. (2011) and Turner et al. (2017) to refer to the experience of multiple kinds of victimization
experiences and not simply multiple episodes of the same kind of victimization. These
victimization experiences may include typical ACE experiences such as physical abuse, sexual
abuse, family violence; however, they also include additional experiences not captured by the
traditional ACE measure, such as peer victimization and neighborhood violence. Research
conducted by Finkelhor, Shattuck, et al. (2011) has shown that exposure to multiple forms of
victimization is the norm for victimized children, with half of their national sample of youth
experiencing two or more different kinds of victimization in a single year. Utilizing a
polyvictimization model has several potential implications for families, policymakers, teachers,
medical practitioners, and other stakeholders as it allows for ease of identification and
intervention for at-risk children (Finkelhor, Turner, et al., 2011).
The ACE measurement tool has been critiqued by scholars due to its binary “yes or no”
scoring method, limited types of victimization and adversity it assesses (DeLisi et al., 2021,) and
because it measures each type of victimization and adversity with a single item. For example, to
assess sexual abuse victimization, the ACE questionnaire only asks the respondent if they have
ever experienced sexual abuse, in which a “yes” response would receive a score of 1. Depending
on the study, a polyvictimization measure (i.e., Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire) may have
7 items all asking about sexual assault, which results in scores ranging from 0 to 7 for that
subscale. Two studies, Finkelhor et al. (2013) and Finkelhor et al. (2015), both sought to
examine whether the items from the original ACE scale could be improved upon in their
prediction of health outcomes. Finkelhor et al. (2013) found that victimization based on the
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original ACE scale items were associated with mental health symptoms among participants, but
the predictive value of victimization and adversities was significantly improved with the addition
of items in the domains of peer rejection, peer victimization, community violence, school
performance, and socioeconomic status measured by Finkelhor et al.’s measure. Similarly, the
second study (Finkelhor et al., 2015) found that the addition of peer victimization, peer
isolation/rejection, community violence, and socioeconomic status in their measure of
polyvictimization significantly increased the predictive value for mental and physical health
outcomes. A study by Turner et al. (2020) compared 40 adverse childhood experiences in their
ability to predict trauma symptoms in childhood and found age differences in the type of
adversities that predicted trauma symptoms. While physical and emotional abuse proved
important for both groups, family-related items were more predictive for younger children and
community and peer violence exposure were more predictive for older children. It is important to
note that this newly proposed measure explained substantially more variance in trauma
symptoms than the original ACE measure and identified a larger percentage of children with
high levels of trauma.
Few studies have used a measure of polyvictimization over the traditional ACE
measurement tool, however (Cudmore et al., 2017). Findings about accumulating victimizations
highlighted some of the existing methodological concerns in accessing child maltreatment and
trauma and thus, a polyvictimization measurement instrument was created to access a more
comprehensive range of victimizations (Finkelhor, Shattuck, et al., 2011). Unlike the traditional
ACE measure, some argue that the Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire (JVQ), which includes
several items assessing each type of polyvictimization, results in a more complete picture of
victimization and non-victimization adversity (Finkelhor et al., 2005). Although there is no exact
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numerical threshold to define an individual as a polyvictim, research studies suggest 7 or more in
a single year or 11 or more over the lifetime are considered the thresholds for being a polyvictim
(Finkelhor, Turner, et al., 2011).
Non-Victimization Adversity
Alongside more direct forms of victimization, youth may also be exposed to varying
forms of non-victimization adversities throughout their childhood. Depending on the study,
another difference between the traditional ACE scale and polyvictimization measure is that the
polyvictimization measure covers a range of victimization and non-victimization adversities,
unlike the ACE measure. In a 2011 bulletin on juvenile justice, it was noted that polyvictims
were more likely than non-polyvictims to experience other kinds of lifetime adversities, such as
illnesses, accidents, parental substance abuse, mental illness, and family unemployment
(Finkelhor, Turner, et al., 2011). Similar to victimizations, other forms of adversity can co-occur
and accumulate to increase the risk of emotional and behavioral problems for children (Turner et
al., 2018). For example, experiencing childhood adversity can increase participation in
delinquent and other maladaptive behaviors during adolescence (Connolly & Kavish, 2019).
Also, a study conducted by Turner et al. (2017) on youth who have specifically experienced
parental absence due to war or deployment sought to examine whether cumulative adversity and
victimization explain children’s emotional and behavioral problem. They found that parental
absence and deployment was associated with increased delinquency and trauma symptoms, but
past year multiple victimization exposure and total number of adversities mediated these
associations. The authors posited that it was not parental deployment alone that created increased
risk, it was the proliferation of stressors associated with this experience that was damaging to
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children’s well-being. Consistent with past research, they also found that cumulative exposure to
victimization and non-victimization adversities predicted well-being and behavior.
Adversity, Polyvictimization, and Internalizing Behaviors
Past studies have examined the possible psychological consequences of childhood
victimization. For example, a cumulative risk model was utilized in attempts to examine the
impacts of adverse childhood experiences. This model asserts that having more than one adverse
childhood experience is associated with elevated psychopathy and internalizing behaviors in
community and healthcare populations (Anda et al., 2010; Ford et al., 2018; Finkelhor et al.,
2007). The term “internalizing behavior” refers to a child’s emotional or psychological state and
typically includes anxiety or depressive disorders, somatic complaints, and teenage suicide (Liu
et al., 2011). Scholars proposed that a link exists between exposure to multiple stressful events
and conditions, and impaired neurological, physiological, and psychosocial systems that
contribute to mental and physical health concerns (Shonkoff et al., 2017). Further, Turner et al.
(2017) found that polyvictimization was more strongly related to trauma symptoms than
experiencing repeated victimization of a single type, even repeated serious forms of
victimization, further supporting this cumulative risk model. In addition, when examining
juvenile justice involved youth, Ford et al. (2013) noted that adolescent polyvictims (i.e., those
who experienced a mean of 11.4 types of adversity) reported more severe posttraumatic stress
symptoms, emotional problems, and suicide risks than adolescents with relatively moderate
levels of adversity (i.e., those who experienced a mean of 8.9 types of adversity) and adolescents
with low levels of adversity (i.e., those who experienced a mean of 7.4 types of adversity)
subgroups. A more recent study by Ford et al. (2018) supported these results, finding that their
subgroup of polyvictims was more likely than the rest of the sample to report exposure to all
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forms of adversity, maltreatment, and family violence, and they had higher levels of emotion
dysregulation, PTSD, and depression/anxiety symptoms, somatic complaints, and suicidality.
Limited studies have examined the relationship between exposure to polyvictimization
and emotion dysregulation. Emotion regulation encompasses processes critical to the awareness,
understanding, and acceptance of emotions, ability to use contextually appropriate emotions, and
ability to control emotions in times of distress (Gratz & Roemer, 2004 as cited in Charak et al.,
2019). The ability to properly regulate emotions develops beginning in early childhood and
disruptions in this development (e.g., child abuse, caregiver absence or impairment, community
disorder) may lead to reduced emotion regulatory functioning later in life (Cole et al., 1994).
Research in this field has demonstrated that individuals who have experienced high levels of
victimization in childhood exhibit poorer emotion regulation skills compared to their nonvictimized or low-victimized counterparts (D’Andrea et al., 2012; Barnes, Howell, & MillerGraff, 2016). When examining juvenile justice involved youth specifically, Charak et al. (2019)
used 27 types of traumas and adversities to classify adolescents into three groups, which
included a) those who had mixed-adversity; b) those living in violent environments; and c)
polyvictims. Compared to the mixed-adversity and violent-environment groups, polyvictims
were found to have more issues with emotion dysregulation, PTSD symptoms, greater risk of
alcohol issues; and internalizing issues (i.e., anxiety/depression, somatic complaints, suicidal
risk).
Adversity, Polyvictimization, and Externalizing Behaviors
In addition to internalizing symptoms, studies have examined externalizing behaviors
related to polyvictimization. A number of studies have demonstrated that polyvictimization is a
stronger predictor of psychopathology (e.g., anger, hyperactivity, delinquency, etc.) than
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individual types of victimization and that the association between individual types of
victimization and psychopathology is significantly reduced or eliminated when controlling for
polyvictimization (Finkelhor et al., 2007; Turner et al., 2010; Haahr-Pedersen et al., 2020).
However, much of the previous literature on the predictive value of victimization and adversity
on criminal behavior has only examined one type of victimization (e.g., sexual abuse) at a time.
Finkelhor, Turner, et al. (2011) suggested that using a polyvictimization model that includes a
larger range of victimizations and adversities may identify youths most at-risk for criminal
behavior.
Researchers have been interested in the relationship between polyvictimization and
delinquency as a specific form of externalizing behavior. For example, Cudmore et al., (2017)
sought to examine whether polyvictimization is associated with self-reported delinquent behavior
and whether anger mediates the relationship between polyvictimization and delinquency by
conducting logistic regression analyses. The authors found a significant positive relationship
between polyvictimization, delinquent behavior, and anger, indicating that adolescents who are
victimized are more likely to report emotional distress and engagement in delinquency. The
authors also found that anger partially mediated the relationship between polyvictimization and
delinquency.
Wemmers et al. (2018) collected survey data to investigate the potential criminogenic
effect of polyvictimization and found that lifetime polyvictimization and polyvictimization in the
past 12 months was significantly related to self-reported delinquency in youths. They also found
that anger, resulting from polyvictimization, plays a key role in the relationship between
victimization and offending. When looking at both internalizing and externalizing consequences
of victimization, diminished ability to regulate emotions due to trauma from victimization and
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adversity may result in reliance on maladaptive coping strategies or behaviors, such as
delinquency (Maschi et al., 2008). Similarly, Cuevas et al. (2007) found that those who had been
victimized and engaged in self-reported delinquent behavior had more mental health problems
that those who had only suffered victimization or only engaged in delinquency. These studies
highlight the relationship between polyvictimization and externalizing behaviors in community
samples.
Using a sample of juvenile justice involved youth specifically, Alvarez-Lister et al.
(2016) found that their participants represented a highly polyvictimized group, as 63% of their
sample were classified as polyvictims. These adolescents endorsed, on average, 12 of the 36
victimizations. This finding is consistent with the results of a study by Ford et al. (2013) which
noted a small sub-group of juvenile-justice involved youth (i.e., 5% of all respondents) reported
experiencing approximately half of all 11 possible types of traumatic victimization accessed.
The term serious and chronic juvenile offenders (SVCs) has been used to describe the
less than 10% of all juvenile offenders who commit over 50% of all serious and violent offenses
that inflict considerable harm and economic costs on society (Fox et al., 2015). Although Fox et
al. (2015) suggested that there are several developmental, social, and psychological risk factors
for SVC offending, the approach to identifying them has been reactive rather than proactive.
Therefore, they conducted a study to determine whether ACE scores could be used proactively as
a tool to identify youth at risk of future SVC offending before their criminal behavior begins.
They found that when controlling for other known risk factors for criminal behavior, each ACE a
child experienced increased the risk of being a SVC offender by more than 35%. In addition,
juveniles who had four or more ACEs were more likely to be SVC juvenile offenders rather than
juveniles who offend once and then desist.
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Parental Context
In addition to victimization and adversity, previous studies have examined whether
protective factors, such as parental warmth, hostility, and involvement, can mitigate the negative
effects of childhood victimization and adversity. Positive parenting characterized as being warm,
sensitive, and responsive are generally associated with lower levels of child behavioral problems
and has been found to attenuate the direct effect of adversity on children’s externalizing
behaviors (Micalizzi et al., 2019). In their longitudinal study, Micalizzi et al. (2019) examined
whether parental social support moderated the relationship between three sources of parental
knowledge (i.e., child disclosure, parental control, and parental solicitation), substance use
initiation (i.e., tobacco, alcohol, marijuana, and other drug use), and delinquency. The authors
found that parental control protected against substance use initiation but only in highly
supportive parent-child relationships. For delinquency, they found that greater child disclosure,
parental solicitation, and parental control were associated with a less pronounced increase in
delinquent behavior over time, but again, in the context of highly supportive parent-child
relationships. A similar investigation by Garthe et al. (2018) examined prospective associations
between maternal solicitation and acceptance, adolescent self-disclosure, and adolescent
externalizing behaviors. The authors found that adolescent self-disclosure and caregiver
solicitation were associated with lower frequencies of externalizing behaviors one year later and
perceived caregiver acceptance was indirectly associated with higher rates of adolescent selfdisclosure.
Similarly, Walters (2020) conducted a study to examine pathways that link parenting to
childhood delinquency. They hypothesized that when analyzing boys and girls together, parental
self-efficacy would mediate the pathway between parental warmth and delinquency rather than
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parental warmth mediating the pathway between parental self-efficacy to delinquency. Their
hypothesis was supported in that a warm and supportive parent-child relationship predicted
increased parental control self-efficacy which ultimately led to decreased future delinquency.
Collectively, these studies suggest that there are multiple pathways linking parenting to
childhood delinquency, and that parental control and support can complement each other
(Walters, 2020) and highlight the protective role that parental warmth and involvement can play
in reducing childhood externalizing behavior (Micalizzi et al., 2019; Walters, 2020).
Other studies have examined the role that parental hostility plays in children’s
engagement in delinquent behavior. Conger and Conger (1994) sought to examine the influence
of differential parental hostility (i.e., parents displaying a more hostility toward one sibling than
the other sibling) during early and middle adolescence on individual sibling’s delinquency by
middle to late adolescence. Information was obtained from 359 families participating in a
longitudinal study of stress and family life. The results suggested that both mother’s and father’s
differential hostility had a significant effect on sibling delinquency at a later point in time. They
found that the sibling that experienced more hostility engaged in more delinquent behavior at
Time 2 after controlling for Time 1 differences in delinquency, suggesting a relationship between
hostile parenting and delinquency.
Davis et al. (2018) identified three victimization classifications (i.e., those who were
polyvictimized; those who experienced low levels of victimization; and those who were
indirectly victimized) in a sample of 1,354 juvenile justice involved youth ages 15 to 25 years
old to investigate whether parental hostility and long-term binge drinking was associated with
polyvictimization. The polyvictimized group (48% of the sample) had the highest level of
exposure to bullying victimization (50%), exposure to violence victimization (99%), and parental
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hostility (75%). In addition, polyvictimized juveniles also engaged in more substance misuse in
the form of binge-drinking compared to those who experienced both low levels of victimization
(25% of the sample) and the indirect victimization (27% of the sample). They suggested that
polyvictimized youth may exhibit externalizing behaviors such as substance misuse to cope with
early life stressors, such as parental hostility. Although this study does not examine delinquency
as a specific form of externalizing, the research suggests a link between polyvictimization and
child externalizing behavior, with parental hostility as an important factor.
Social Support
Social support from various sources has been investigated due to its potential protective
nature in the relationship between polyvictimization and externalizing behaviors such as
delinquency, substance use, or other violent/nonviolent behaviors. Social support, which may
come from family, peers, or other social networks, is a multidimensional construct defined as
assistance provided to distressed individuals who are coping with stressful events, (Thoits, 1986
as cited in Barnes et al., 2016). Research has investigated whether there are differences in
outcomes based on who provides the social support (i.e., family, friends, significant other, or
other adults). One study, for example, sampled 265 female survivors of childhood physical and
sexual abuse between 19-26 years of age to examine whether abuse and social support source
influenced survivor internalizing posttraumatic stress outcomes (Wilson & Scarpa, 2014). When
examining significant interaction terms, they found that social support from both family and
friends was associated with fewer posttraumatic stress symptoms among adults who were
physically abused (but not for those who were sexually abused) as children. Therefore, the
effectiveness of social support as a mediating factor in the relationship between
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polyvictimization and externalizing behaviors like delinquency is less empirically understood
and therefore needs to be investigated.
Parental Social Support
Using data from the National Survey of Children Exposure to Violence II, Turner et al.
(2016) examined factors that predicted membership in 6 victimization groups, which were
nonvictims (26.4%), home victims (8.4%), school victims (20.8%), home and school victims
(21.3%), community victims (5.4%) and polyvictims (17.8%). They found that more than onethird of their polyvictim group (38.7%) reported low family support, whereas only 8.5% of
nonvictims reported low family support. Controlling sociodemographic factors, they also found
that children experiencing increases in polyvictimization and those with high polyvictimization
reported significantly greater reductions in family social support. The authors noted that the
polyvictimized group was the most likely to also experience caregiver dysfunction, which they
suggest represents a broad range of vulnerabilities and victimizations across multiple domains of
the children’s lives. Their results also indicated strong associations between high levels of crossdomain polyvictimization and externalizing behaviors, such as delinquency. Although their study
was cross-sectional, it provides evidence of potential pathways between different forms of
victimization and negative outcomes for youth.
An additional study investigating social support as an outcome found that childhood
polyvictimization was negatively associated with familial social support during emerging
adulthood (Barnes et al., 2016). Further, parental social support has been found to be associated
with children’s externalizing behavior; more specifically, supportive parent-child relationships
are associated with less delinquency (Micalizzi, et al., 2019). Although several studies have
investigated the influence of victimization and adversity on reported social support and
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externalizing behaviors, no known research has examined whether parental context mediated the
relationship between polyvictimization and delinquency as a specific externalizing behavior.
In a study that investigated protective factors that may reduce the negative effects of
sibling victimization, Tucker et al., (2020) tested three mediation models that explored the
unique effects of family and friend support, the relative effects of each type of support, and the
effects of total support. The results demonstrated that family and total support, but not friend
support, partially mediated the relationship between sibling victimization and delinquency.
Although this study only examined one form of victimization, sibling victimization, it is a recent
contribution to the literature on the potential mediational effects of family and peer social
support on the association between victimization and externalizing outcomes.
Peer Social Support
In a study by Cudmore et al., (2017), social support was found to have a significant
inverse relationship with delinquency, suggesting that youth who indicated that they had greater
levels of social support were less likely to report engagement in delinquent acts. The study
examined general strain theory and the conditional effect of social support, which suggests that
social support may be a significant moderator for some types of strain but not others depending
on the victim’s gender. Previous research has also found that social support protects against the
impact of strain on negative outcomes (Robbers, 2004 as cited in Cudmore et al., 2017). The
authors, however, did not find evidence that social support moderated the relationship between
polyvictimization and delinquency. Results provided partial support for general strain theory, but
contrary to the theory’s hypothesis, the effect of polyvictimization was not conditional on the
effect of social support (Cudmore et al., 2017).
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Guerra et al., (2019) were interested in determining the factors that influence the
development of externalizing behaviors in especially traumatized populations. To do so, the
authors examined the role of polyvictimization in influencing externalizing symptoms while
considering the possible mediating effect of active coping (i.e., actively searching for social
support). The authors used 17 items from the Adolescent Coping Scale (Frydenberg & Lewis,
2000) specifically related to searching for social support (e.g., “talk to other people to see what
they would do if they had the problem.”). Participants in their study were 78 adolescents cared
for in child and adolescent protection public services in Chile (Guerra et al., 2019). The results of
their analysis indicated that polyvictimization was associated with externalization only in
adolescents with low active social support seeking behavior, but not in those who were seeking
to strengthen their social support networks (Guerra et al., 2019). This study highlights the
protective role that possessing or searching for social support may have in decreasing the adverse
influence of polyvictimization on externalizing symptoms.
Although most research focuses on the positive effects of social support on adolescent
outcomes, some studies have been conducted to investigate whether social support promotes
delinquency under certain circumstances. One study analyzed data from the first two waves of
the National Youth Survey (i.e., a panel survey of self-reported delinquent behavior) which had a
total of 1,725 participants (Brezina & Azimi, 2018). They tested a differential social support
hypothesis by examining a mediational model where social support from delinquent peers may
foster loyalty with delinquent peers and lead to offending behavior. Among adolescents who
associate with delinquent peers, they found that peer social support increased the likelihood of
delinquent behavior. In contrast, they also found that a measure of conventional social support
(i.e., family emotional support) had a negative indirect effect on delinquency through loyalty to
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delinquent peers. Collectively, the results of these studies support the importance of examining
the effects of social support from a more nuanced and complex perspective.
Other Adult Social Support
Although social support is oftentimes provided by parents, family, and friends, social
support may also come from other adults in a child’s life. Brown and Shillington (2017)
investigated whether protective adult relationships either with parents and/or other adults,
moderated the association between cumulative ACEs and substance use and delinquency after
controlling for demographic characteristics in a sample of 1,054 child welfare-involved youth.
Protective adult relationships were measured in their longitudinal study based on five items from
a self-report resilience scale, that asked about relationships with adults generally (i.e., “Is there
an adult you can turn to for help if you have a serious problem?” (p. 213). They found a main
effect in that youth who reported more protective adult relationships were less likely to engage in
delinquent acts. In terms of a moderation effect, however, the results of their study showed that
protective adult relationships moderated the relationship between ACEs and substance use, but
not delinquency. This finding implies that there may be other protective factors beyond adult
support that may have a greater impact on youths’ delinquent behavior.
A study by Baetz and Widom (2019) sought to examine whether a close relationship with
an adult (i.e., parent, other relative, sibling, nonrelative, or foster parent) in childhood decreases
the risk of offending among individuals with a history of child maltreatment. The research
utilized a matched cohort design in which children with court-substantiated cases of abuse and
neglect and non-maltreated children were matched based on age, sex, race, and family social
class, and then followed into adulthood. Results of the study indicated that having a close
relationship with an adult other than the parent did not decrease the risk of engaging in
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delinquent behavior, but a close parent relationship was associated with lower risks for
delinquency. Contrary to the findings of this study, a meta-analysis of 246 studies found that
social support from teachers and school personnel was particularly impactful for the wellbeing of
children and adolescents; however, support from friends had the weakest relationship with
wellbeing (Chu et al., 2010). The authors noted the surprising finding that support from family
members was only the second most impactful source of support behind support from teachers
and school personnel but acknowledged that relationships with family and friends may also be
sources of conflict, lessening the effects of support on wellbeing.
Theoretical Approaches to Juvenile Delinquency
As this study seeks to examine the possible mediating role of parental warmth,
involvement, and hostility and various sources of social support on the relationship between
polyvictimization and adversity and delinquency, it is important to discuss relevant theoretical
approaches to delinquency. Agnew’s (1992) general strain theory highlights childhood
victimization as a key factor that can lead to delinquency. Strains or stressors, such as
experiencing repeated or intensive abuse, can increase the likelihood of negative emotions like
anger and frustration (Agnew, 2001). According to Agnew (2001), these negative emotions
create pressure for corrective action and delinquency may be one possible response for reducing
strain. General strain theory builds upon previous strain theories by introducing new categories
of strain including the loss of positive stimuli (e.g., the death of a friend or family member), the
presentation of negative stimuli (e.g., physical and emotional abuse), and new categories of goal
blockage (e.g., failure to achieve goals). Research has demonstrated that many specific strains
falling into these new categories are related to crime and delinquency.
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Stressors may arise from multiple domains in a child’s life and as the number of these
strains increase, the more likely they are to result in delinquency. Agnew (2001) notes that
strains are most likely to result in crime when they are seen as “unjust and high in magnitude” (p.
320), which often describes the level of victimization experienced by polyvictims. The need to
cope with the negative feelings created by polyvictimization may lead a juvenile to engagement
in delinquency rather than other more adaptive coping strategies (Maschi et al., 2008). Agnew
(1992) suggested that the production of negative emotions like anger are valuable in the
examination of delinquency, as anger may increase a youth’s desire for retaliation which is
expressed through criminal acts. He further stated that delinquent behavior in the form of
aggression, theft, or vandalism, for example, may alleviate feelings of anger or resentment left by
victimization. Therefore, general strain theory can inform the current study, as polyvictimization
and non-victimization adversities may generate stressors that influence the outcome of
delinquency, especially considering the possible mediating role of parental context and social
support.
Marginalized Populations
Race, Ethnicity, Gender, Socioeconomic Status and Age
When examining both polyvictimization and delinquency, several studies have found
differences across race and ethnicity. Although research generally shows an association between
race and delinquency such that African Americans are substantially overrepresented at every
stage of the criminal justice system, including crime, and victimization studies, self-reported
studies indicate little difference between African Americans and whites (Wright & Younts, 2009;
Abrams et al., 2021). Few studies, however, have examined racial differences in the impact of
ACEs on delinquency. Among the few studies that have examined racial differences in the
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prevalence of ACEs, most early studies have found that minority youth experience a greater
number of ACEs compared to white youth (Cronholm et al., 2015; Slopen et al., 2016). Further,
DeLisi et al. (2017) found that despite non-white offenders typically having come from more
disadvantaged backgrounds, white offenders in their sample reported the highest mean ACE
scores with Hispanic followed by Black offenders. On the contrary, other studies have found that
racial differences in the prevalence of ACEs vary depending on the specific ACE examined
(Hunt et al., 2017). Differences also have been found in terms of gender with studies and official
crime reports largely supporting the idea that boys engage in more delinquent behavior than girls
(Feyerherm, 1981; Puzzanchera, 2021). Research that has examined gender differences has
suggested that boys and girls are differentially exposed to ACEs and the consequences of these
exposures vary by gender (Baglivio et al., 2014; Duke et al., 2010). Unlike several previous
studies (Baglivio et al., 2014; Felitti et al., 1998), the work by Leban and Gibson (2020) and
Jones and Pierce (2021) did not find any significant different in the average number of ACEs
experienced by gender. The authors speculate that while ACEs may contribute to male
delinquency, other factors such as demographic characteristics, low self-control, or peer
influence may be more pervasive. Studies have found that while there are no significant
differences in the number of ACEs by gender, there are some differences in exposure to certain
ACEs. For example, the study by Leban and Gibson (2020) found that physical abuse is more
commonly experienced by boys. Additionally, the study found that while ACEs were related to
boy’s delinquency, this relationship became non-existent for girls after controlling for other
delinquency risk factors, such as other demographic variables, mental health, family attachment,
and impulsivity (Leban & Gibson, 2020). In two different studies in which the Juvenile
Victimization Questionnaire was used to identity polyvictimized youth, Finkelhor et al. (2005)
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and Finkelhor et al. (2007) found that compared to low-polyvictims, high polyvictims were more
likely to come from lower socioeconomic homes. A later study by Finkelhor, Shattuck, et al.
(2011) found that when compared other age groups (2-5, 6-9, and 10-13), only the 14-17 age
group of polyvictimized youth had a significantly lower family socioeconomic status. According
to Moffitt’s (1993) life-course theory of delinquency, youths engaging in anti-social behavior
and juvenile delinquency is the rule, not the exception, as risk-taking and rule-breaking is a
natural part of development. Thus, Moffitt proposed two primary behavior prototypes: lifecourse persistent and adolescent-limited offenders. The larger portion of delinquents would be
placed in the adolescent-limited antisocial group in which delinquent behavior is not influenced
by victimization history. For those in the life-course persistent group, studies have suggested that
victimization does influence involvement in long-term offending (Fox et al., 2015; Perez et al.,
2018). Because race, gender, socioeconomic status, and age have been found to differentially
influence delinquency, each of these factors were controlled in this study.
Community Disorder
Community disorder can be described as youth exposure to factors such as neighborhood
criminal activities, gangs, or deteriorated physical conditions (Turner et al., 2016). Turner et al.
(2016) found that nearly half (49.4%) of polyvictim-classified youth lived in high communitydisordered neighborhoods and nearly one-third (32.2%) engaged in delinquent behavior. In their
multilevel modeled study, Baglivio et al. (2017) found that both disadvantage and affluence were
significantly associated with ACE scores. Youth coming from a more disadvantaged area had
more reported ACES compared to youth coming from more affluent neighborhoods. Although
studies have examined the role of community disorder as a mediator between victimization and
both negative internalizing and externalizing behaviors, no known study has specifically
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controlled community disorder when investigating the association between polyvictimization and
delinquency (Holt et al., 2014). Thus, community disorder was controlled in this study.
Summary and Current Study
Literature on the association between polyvictimization, adversity and internalizing
behavior is well developed. For example, studies have found that polyvictims report greater
mental and physical health concerns like posttraumatic stress symptoms, depression/anxiety,
somatic complaints and suicidality (Ford et al., 2013; Turner et al., 2017; Ford et al., 2018).
Some studies have also demonstrated a relationship between polyvictimization and delinquency
(Cudmore et al., 2017; Wemmers et al., 2018). However, both studies used cross-sectional data.
In addition, protective factors within the parenting context, such as parental warmth and
involvement have been found to decrease future delinquency (Micalizzi et al., 2019; Walters,
2020) and hostile parenting relationships have been found to be associated with increased
externalizing behaviors, including delinquency (Conger & Conger, 1994; Davis et al., 2018).
When it comes to social support, the findings have been mixed, although most find a positive
association. Youth with high levels of family support, peer support, and/or other adult support
have been found to be less likely to engage in delinquent behavior (Chu et al., 2010; Barnes et
al., 2016; Cudmore et al., 2017; Brown & Shillington, 2017). However, other studies found that
that positive relationships with adults other than parents did not decrease the risk of engaging in
delinquent behavior (Baetz & Widom, 2019). Still others have found the relationship between
peer social support to be more nuanced. Brezina and Azimi (2018) found that strong
relationships with delinquent peers led to greater involvement in delinquency. Therefore, the
purpose of this study is to longitudinally examine the role of polyvictimization on delinquency
and whether parenting context (i.e., parental warmth, involvement, and hostility) and various
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sources of social support (i.e., family, peer, other adults) mediate that association. In addition,
studies have also found race and gender differences in that nearly half of polyvictimized youth
lived in communities with high levels of disorder (Turner et al., 2016) and youth coming from
economically disadvantaged neighborhoods were more likely to report higher ACE scores
(Baglivio et al., 2017). Therefore, because no known studies of polyvictimization and
delinquency have controlled for community disorder, community disorder was controlled in this
study. Finally, demographic characteristics were controlled based on past research that found
race, age, and gender differences in delinquency.
Therefore, based on the previous literature, the following effects are hypothesized (see
Appendix B: Figures 1, 2, 3, and 4 for planned models):
H1: Controlling for demographic variables, community disorder, and delinquency at
Time 1, composite scores of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity will
longitudinally predict delinquency at Time 2.
H2: Controlling for demographic variables, community disorder, and delinquency at
Time 1, individual forms of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity will
longitudinally predict delinquency at Time 2.
H3a: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between composite scores of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by a composite parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 1, and total social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
H3b: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between composite scores of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
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adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by separate parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 1, and total social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
H4a: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between individual forms of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by a composite parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 1, and total social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
H4b: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between individual forms of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by separate parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 1, and total social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
H5a: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between composite forms of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by a composite parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 1, and separate social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
H5b: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between individual forms of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by a composite parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 1, and separate social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
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H6a: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between composite forms of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by a composite parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 2, and total social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
H6b: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between composite forms of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by separate parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 2, and total social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
H7a: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between individual forms of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by a composite parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 2, and total social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
H7b: Controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency Time 1, the
association between individual forms of polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency at Time 2 will be mediated by separate parenting context (i.e.,
warmth, involvement, and hostility) at Time 2, and total social support (family support, peer
support, and other adult support).
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Method
Participants
Secondary data analysis was conducted for this study based on data that were collected
by Principal Investigator Dr. Kimberly Mitchell Lema using the Technology Victimization
Survey (THV), which were in 2011-2012 with follow-up data collected in 2013-2014. Time 2
participants ranged from 10-21 years old (M = 15.3; SD = 2.7). Of the 791 total participants,
50.2% were male (n = 397) and 49.8% were female (n = 394). In regard to the race of the
participants, 79% (n = 625) of participants reported their race to be white and 18.2% (n = 144)
reported their race to be non-white, which included: Black or African American; Asian;
American Indian or Alaska Native; Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander. Two participants
were not sure of their race (0.1%; n = 1) or refused to answer (0.1%; n = 1). Participants were
asked to report their total annual household income, with 8.1% (n = 66) of participants having an
income less than $20,000, 19.0% (n = 150) having an income of $20,000 to $50,000, and 68.0%
(n = 538) having an income greater than $50,000. Some participants refused to respond (4.7%; n
= 37).
Measures
Polyvictimization. Polyvictimization was measured both at Time 1 and Time 2 using the
Juvenile Victimization Questionnaire (JVQ), which includes 6 aggregate scales (see below).
Time 1 (α= .84), which had 35 items, asked whether participants experienced each type of
victimization at any time in their life. Time 2 (α= .79), which had 34 items asked participants
whether they experienced each type of victimization in the past year. Responses to each item on
the JVQ were originally coded as 1 = yes, 2 = no, 3 = not sure, and 4 = refused to answer to
indicate whether the participants experienced each type of victimization. However, all responses
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at both times were recoded as 1 = yes, and 0 = no, not sure, and refused to answer. Items in each
subscale were summed for composite Time 1 and composite Time 2 subscale scores. In addition,
a total polyvictimization score for Time 1 and a total polyvictimization score for Time 2 was
created by summing all subscales for each time. Higher composite scores represent more of each
type of victimization and more overall polyvictimization.
Conventional Crime. The conventional crime subscale of the JVQ was measured with 9
items each at Time 1 (α= .72) and Time 2 (α= .66), which ask respondents about situations that
might have happened to them in their lifetime at Time 1 (i.e., “At any time in your life, did
anyone use force to take something away from you that you were carrying or wearing?”) and in
the past year at Time 2 (i.e., “In the past year, did anyone use force to take something away from
you that you were carrying or wearing?”).
Child Maltreatment. The child maltreatment subscale of the JVQ was measured with 4
items each at Time 1 (α= .47) and Time 2 (α= .34), which asked about the adults who took
care of them in their lifetime at Time 1 (i.e., “Not including spanking on your bottom, at any time
in your life did a grown-up in your life hit, beat, kick, or physically hurt you in any way?”) and
in the last year at Time 2 (i.e., “Not including spanking on your bottom, in the past year did a
grown-up in your life hit, beat, kick, or physically hurt you in any way?”).
Peer and Sibling Victimization. The peer and sibling victimization subscale of the JVQ
was measured with 6 items each at Time 1 (α= .46), which asked about victimization at any
time in their life (i.e., “At any time in your life, did any kids, even a brother or sister, pick on you
by chasing you or grabbing you or by making you do something you didn’t want to do?”) and in
the past year at Time 2 (α= .37) items which as about victimization in the past year (i.e.,
“Sometimes groups of kids or gangs attack people. In the past year, did a group of kids or a gang
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hit, jump, or attack you?”). Because one item regarding boyfriend/girlfriend victimization from
Time 1 was not used at Time 2, it was omitted from the peer and sibling victimization composite
score at Time 1 to be more consistent with Time 2 composite score.
Sexual Assault. The sexual assault subscale of the JVQ was measured with 6 items each
at Time 1 (α= .62) and Time 2 (α= .39), which again asked participants about their experiences
in their lifetime at Time 1 (i.e., “At any time in your life, did a grown-up you know touch your
private parts when they shouldn’t have or make you touch their private parts? Or did a grown up
you know force you to have sex?”) and in the past year at Time 2 (i.e., “In the past year, did a
grown-up you know touch your private parts when they shouldn’t have or make you touch their
private parts? Or did a grown up you know force you to have sex?”).
Witnessing and Indirect Victimization. The witnessing and indirect victimization
subscale of the JVQ was measured with 8 items each at Time 1 (α= .57) and Time 2 (α= .55)
which once again asked participants whether they experienced victimization in their lifetime at
Time 1 (i.e., “At any time in your life, did you SEE a parent get pushed, slapped, hit, punched, or
beat up by another parent, or their boyfriend or girlfriend?”) and in the past year at Time 2 (i.e.,
“In the past year, did you SEE a parent get pushed, slapped, hit, punched, or beat up by another
parent, or their boyfriend or girlfriend?”).
School Violence and Threat. Finally, the school violence and threat subscale of the JVQ
was measured with 2 items each at Time 1 (α= .35) and Time 2 (α= .34) , which asked
respondents about situations that may have happened to them at a school they attended in their
lifetime at Time 1 (i.e., “Have you ever gone to a school where someone said there was going to
be a bomb or attack and you thought they might really mean it?”) and in the past year at Time 2
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(i.e., “In the past year, did you go to a school where someone said there was going to be a bomb
or attack and you thought they might really mean it?”).
Non-victimization Adversity. Non-victimization adversity was measured at Time 1 (α=
.59) and Time 2 (α= .57) with 15 items, which asked respondents if the following situations
have happened to them in the past year (i.e., “In the past year, were you in a VERY BAD fire,
flood, tornado, hurricane, earthquake or other disaster? This would be a time that your home or
apartment was damaged, and you might have had to live somewhere else for a while.”).
Responses were coded in the original dataset at both Time 1 and Time 2 as: 1 = yes, 2 = no, 3 =
not sure, and 4 = refused to answer. However, responses were recoded at both Time 1 and Time
2 as: 1 = yes, and 0 = no, not sure, and refused to answer. Items were summed to calculate a total
non-victimization adversity score in which higher scores indicated more adversity.
Parental Warmth. Parental warmth was measured at Time 1 (15 items; α= .75) and 2
(9 items; α= .67). A sample item from the parental warmth scale included “[He/She] makes me
feel better when I am upset.”). Responses were originally coded as 1 = very true, 2 = a little
true, 3 = not true, 4 = not sure, and 5 = refused, which were recoded as 0 = not sure or refused, 1
= not true, 2 = a little true, and 3 = very true. Before summing the 9 items, 3 parental warmth
items were reverse scored (e.g., “[He/She] is always telling me what to do.”) so that after
summing the 9 items, higher scores indicated more parental warmth.
Parental Involvement. Parental involvement was also measured at Time 1 (10 items; α
= .64) and 2 (9 times; α= .64). A sample item from the parental involvement scale included
“[He/She] asks me what I do with friends.”). Again, responses were originally coded as 1 = very
true, 2 = a little true, 3 = not true, 4 = not sure, and 5 = refused, which were recoded as 0 = not
sure or refused, 1 = not true, 2 = a little true, and 3 = very true. This time, only 1 item was
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reverse scored (e.g., “When [he/she] is upset or under stress, [he/she] is picky and gets on my
back.”), again, so that higher scores indicated more parental involvement after summing the 9
items.
Parental Hostility. Parental hostility was measured at both Time 1 and 2 with 4 items
(e.g., “[He/She] loses control of [his/her] temper when I misbehave.”). Responses were
originally coded as 1 = very true, 2 = a little true, 3 = not true, 4 = not sure, and 5 = refused. As
with parental warmth and parental involvement responses were recoded as 0 = not sure or
refused, 1 = not true, 2 = a little true, and 3 = very true. In addition, Cronbach’s Alpha for the
full parental hostility scale was -.13 due to a negative average covariance among the items.
However, scale if items deleted reliabilities suggested that if the item “[He/She] yells or shouts
when I misbehave” is deleted, the Cronbach’s Alpha for the remaining three items is greatly
improved (α= .69 at Time 1 and α= .70 at Time 2). Finally, the 3 remaining items were
reversed scored and then summed for a total parental hostility score so that higher scores
indicated better parenting (i.e., less parental hostility).
Parenting Context. In addition, a composite Time 1 and 2 parenting context score was
also created by combining the parental warmth scores, parental involvement scores, and the
parental hostility scores (α= .79).
Social Support. Social support was measured at Time 2 only for various sources of
social support (i.e., family, peer, and adults other than family). A sample from the 4-item family
social support subscale included “My family really tries to help me”. A sample from the 4-item
peer social support subscale included “I can count on my friends when things go wrong”. A
sample from the 3-item other adult social support subscale included “I have adults other than my
parents that I can talk to”. For each subscale responses to the items were based on a 3-point
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Likert scale (1 = never; 2 = sometimes; and 3 = often). Respondents also had the option to
respond with “unsure” or “refuse”. Responses were recoded as 0 = never, unsure, refuse; 1 =
sometimes; and 2 = often and then items were summed to create a total family support subscale
score (α= .81), total peer support subscale score (α= .83), and total other adult subscale score (
α= .80). Finally, a total overall social support score was calculated by summing subscale scores
(α= .82). For each subscale scores and total social support score higher scores indicated greater
levels of perceived social support.
Delinquency. Delinquency was measured at both Time 1 and Time 2, and asked
respondents whether they engaged in certain delinquent activities during the past year. At Time 1
(α= .75), delinquency was measured with 19 items (e.g., “In the last year did you, smoke or
chew tobacco?”, however, items “QD2, QD4, QD17, and QD18” were eliminated from the
measure to ensure consistency across Time 1 and Time 2 measure. At Time 2 (α= .73),
delinquency was measured with 15 items (i.e., “In the last year did you, on purpose break,
damage, or destroy something that belonged to someone else?”. In the original dataset both Time
1 and Time 2 responses were coded as: 1 = yes, 2 = no, 3 = don’t know, and 4 = refused. The
responses were recoded as 1 = yes, and 0 = no, don’t know, and refuse. The responses (at both
Time 1 and Time 2) were summed for a total delinquency score respectively, with higher scores
indicating greater engagement in delinquency. In order to mitigate the effect of outliers, the total
delinquency scores for both Time 1 and Time 2 were recoded as follows: 0 = 0, 1 = 1, 2 = 2, 3 =
3, 4 = 4, and 5-99 = 5.
Community Disorder. Community disorder was measured at Time 2 and asked
respondents about conditions they have seen in their neighborhood in the past year. The
community disorder measure included 8 items (e.g., “In the past year, did you see someone
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selling marijuana, cocaine, meth, or other illegal drugs to someone else?”). In the original
dataset, responses were coded as: 1 = yes, 2 = no, 3 = don’t know, and 4 = refused, which were
recoded as: 1 = yes, and 0 = no, don’t know, and refused. The responses were summed for a total
community disorder score, with higher scores indicating more community disorder (α= .62).
Demographics. Demographic variables include gender, age, race, and socioeconomic
status. Gender was coded as 1 = male and 2 = female. Age was coded as their age in years.
Participants were asked which race they consider themselves to be and was coded in the original
dataset as: 1 = White, 2 = Black or African American, 3 = Asian, 4 = American Indian or Alaska
Native, 5 = Native Hawaiian or another Pacific Islander, 6 = Mixed, 7 = Hispanic, 8 = not sure,
and 9 = refused. Race was recoded as 1 = White or 2 = nonWhite and ethnicity was coded as 1 =
Hispanic/Latino = 1 or 2 = nonHispanic/Latino. Socioeconomic status was measured by asking
respondents what their total household income was (including all wages, public assistance, and
child support) for the year before taxes. Socioeconomic status was coded in the original dataset
as 1 = Less than $20,000, 2 = $20,000 to $50,000, 3 = More than $50,000, and 4 = refused.
Procedure
Approval was obtained for this study on April 8, 2022, from the University of New
Hampshire’s Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects. The secondary data analysis
consisted of deidentified data collected as part of the Technology Harassment Victimization
survey (THV), a telephone survey funded by the National Institute of Justice. The sample
consisted of a subset of households that completed a previous survey, the Second National
Survey of Children’s Exposure to Violence (NatSCEV II), two years prior in 2011-2012 (For
more information regarding the methodology of the NatSCEV II survey, see Finklehor et al.,
2013). Households were contacted for the THV survey if a) youth were at least 8 years old
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during the NatSCEV II survey and b) caregivers agreed after the NatSCEV II interview to be
recontacted for a follow-up study. This criterion yielded an eligible sample of 2,127 youth
between the ages of 10 and 20 at the time of the THV data collection. Of those, 791 youth
interviews were completed with a 36% response rate. Interviewers used a computer-assisted
telephone interviewing system to complete the interviews. After a brief caregiver survey,
interviewers obtained consent from the caregiver and assent from the youth in order to proceed
to the youth portion of the interview. If a youth respondent was reached who a) was 18 years or
older and b) did not have contact with a caregiver or if that caregiver only spoke Spanish, the
entire interview was conducted with the youth respondent. If a respondent disclosed serious
threats or ongoing victimizations during the course of the interview, a clinical member of the
research team trained in crisis counseling recontacted the respondent and stayed in contact until
the situation had been addressed locally. The average time for a completed survey was 58
minutes and youth respondents who completed the survey were sent a US $25 check (For more
information regarding the methodology of the THV study, see Mitchell et al., 2018). All
procedures of the NatSCEV II and THV surveys were approved by the Institutional Review
Board of the University of New Hampshire.
Plan of Analyses
To begin, descriptive statistics (i.e., means and standard deviations) were calculated.
Following this, Poisson regression analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics 27,
because the outcome variable of interest, delinquency at Time 2, was a count variable. It should
be noted that the Poisson model met the first two assumptions but violated the equidispersion
assumption positing that the variance equals the mean. When running the Poisson regression, the
goodness of fit value/df = 1.42, showing an over dispersed model. Because the outcome variable
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violated the assumption of equidispersion, negative binominal regressions were also run but did
not result in a better fit for the model. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov test was significant (p < .001),
therefore negative binomial with log link regressions (i.e., the default estimation) were also
performed to adjust the over dispersion. The negative binomial regression resulted in an under
dispersion with a value/df = .73, which did not improve the fit for the model. Additionally, the
Akaike’s information criterion (AIC of 1480) and the Bayesian information criterion (BIC of
1525) for the Poisson regression model was smaller than those for the negative binomial default
model (AIC of 1542 and BIC of 1588). Therefore, Poisson regression analyses were conducted
and reported here for the outcome variable, delinquency at Time 2.
In order to longitudinally examine whether parental context and social support mediated
the relationship between polyvictimization and adversity, and delinquency at Time 2, four
structural equation models (SEMs) were performed using IBM SPSS AMOS. For all SEM
models, sex at Time 1, age at Time 1, delinquency at Time 1, composite polyvictimization at
Time 1, and non-victimization adversity at Time 1 were included as covariates. It should be
noted that the models tested are not equivalent to the models drafted (see Figure 3 and Figure 4
in Appendix B for draft models). As the SEMs were performed after the Poisson Regressions,
only variables that were significant in prior analyses were included in SEMs.
The first SEM tested whether polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization
adversity at Time 1 predicted delinquency at Time 2. This model was run without the inclusion
of mediators. To better understand the role of parenting context and social support, mediators
were added to examine whether each partially or fully mediated the association between
composite polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity at Time 1, and delinquency at Time
2. The second SEM tested whether parental context at Time 2 and Total Social Support at Time 2
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mediated the relationship between composite polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity
at Time 1, and delinquency at Time 2. In the next SEM, the mediational role of parental
involvement at Time 2 and parental hostility at Time 2 on the relationship between composite
polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity at Time 1, and delinquency at Time 2. The
fourth SEM tested whether only family social support mediated the relationship between
composite polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity at Time 1, and delinquency at Time
2, resulting in a better model fit.
Results
Bivariate correlations with means and standard deviations were calculated first (see Table
1 in Appendix C).
Composite Scores of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity Predicting
Delinquency at Time 2.
The first Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether composite scores
of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity predict delinquency at Time 2 when
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Overall, this was
a statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (8) = 406.61; p < .001; N
= 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from the
null model. Of the demographic information, only sex and age significantly predicted
delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.22; SE = .07; p < .01; 95% CI [1.060, 1.407]) and
older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.22; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.168, 1.279]) were more likely to
engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. In addition, the incidence rate ratio suggested
that males were 22% more at risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than females.
Additionally, for every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is a 22% increase in the
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likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Of the additional control variables, delinquency at Time
1 (Exp[B] = 1.26; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.197, 1.054]) was a significant predictor of
delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time 1, the incidence rate for
delinquency at Time 2 increased by 26%. Of the predictor variables, after controlling for
demographics, community disorder, and level of engagement in delinquency earlier in life,
composite polyvictimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.03; SE = .01; p < .001; 95% CI [1.013,
1.054]) and non-victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.04; SE = .02; p < .05; 95% CI [1.000,
1.078]) uniquely predicted delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in composite
polyvictimization at Time 1 and non-victimization at Time 1, the incidence rates for delinquency
at Time 2 were about 3% and 4% respectively.
Individual Forms of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity Predicting
Delinquency at Time 2.
The next Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether individual forms
of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity predict delinquency at Time 2, when
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Overall, this was
a statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (13) = 420.09; p < .001;
N = 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from
the null model. Of the demographic information, only sex and age significantly predicted
delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.25; SE = .08; p < .01; 95% CI [1.073, 1.449]) and
older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.21; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.158, 1.270]) were more likely to
engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. In addition, the incidence rate ratio suggested
that males were 25% more at risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than females.
Additionally, for every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is a 21% increase in the
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likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Of the additional control variables, delinquency at Time
1 (Exp[B] = 1.26; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.201, 1.323]) was a significant predictor of
delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time 1, the incidence rate for
delinquency at Time 2 increased by 26%. Of the predictors, over and above demographics,
community disorder, and level of delinquency earlier, peer and sibling victimization at Time 1
(Exp[B] = 1.28; SE = .08; p < .01; 95% CI [1.102, 1.486]) and witnessing/indirect victimization
at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.08; SE = .03; p < .05; 95% CI [1.017, 1.154]) significantly predicted
delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in peer and sibling victimization at Time 1
witnessing and indirect victimization at Time 1, the incidence rates for delinquency at Time 2
were about 28% and 8% respectively.
Composite Scores of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2, Adding Composite Parenting Context and Total Social Support.
Another Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between composite scores of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at Time 2 is attenuated by a composite parenting context and total social support, when
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Overall, this was
a statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (10) = 423.24; p < .001;
N = 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from
the null model. Of the demographic information, only sex and age significantly predicted
delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.21; SE = .07; p < .01; 95% CI [1.053, 1.400]) and
older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.23; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.178, 1.292]) were more likely to
engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. In addition, the incidence rate ratio suggested
that males were 21% more at risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than females.
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Additionally, for every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is a 23% increase in the
likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Of the additional control variables, delinquency at Time
1 (Exp[B] = 1.27; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI [1.206, 1.292]) was a significant predictor of
delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time 1, the incidence rate for
delinquency at Time 2 increased by 27%. Of the predictors, composite polyvictimization Time 1
(Exp[B] = 1.03; SE = .01; p < .01; 95% CI [1.007, 1.050]) and non-victimization adversity Time
1 (Exp[B] = 1.04; SE = .02; p < .05; 95% CI [1.001, 1.079]) were significant predictors of
delinquency Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in composite polyvictimization at Time 1 and
non-victimization adversity at Time 1, the incidence rates for delinquency at Time 2 were about
3% and 4% respectively. In addition, total social support at Time 2 predicted delinquency at
Time 2 (Exp[B] = .96; SE = .01; p < .001; 95% CI [.939, .978]). For every 1-unit increase in
total social support, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 decreased by approximately 4%. It
should be noted that parental context at Time 1 did not predict delinquency at Time 2.
Composite Scores of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2, Adding Separate Parenting Context and Total Social Support
The next Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between composite scores of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at Time 2 is attenuated by separate parenting context (since composite parenting context was
nonsignificant) and total social support, when controlling for demographics, community
disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Overall, this was a statistically significant model for
predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (12) = 423.95; p < .001; N = 624 with 167 missing cases),
again suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from the null model. Consistent
with previous analyses of the demographic information, only sex and age significantly predicted
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delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.21; SE = .07; p < .05; 95% CI [1.044, 1.044]) and
older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.23; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.176, 1.292]) were more likely to
engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. In addition, the incidence rate ratio suggested
that males were 21% more at risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than females.
Additionally, for every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is a 23% increase in the
likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Of the additional control variables, delinquency at Time
1 (Exp[B] = 1.27; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI [1.206, 1.330]) was a significant predictor of
delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time 1, the incidence rate for
delinquency at Time 2 increased by 27%. Of the predictors, composite polyvictimization Time 1
(Exp[B] = 1.03; SE = .01; p < .05; 95% CI [1.006, 1.050]) was a significant predictor of
delinquency Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in composite polyvictimization at Time 1, the
incidence rate for delinquency at Time 2 were about 3% and total social support at Time 2
(Exp[B] = .96; SE = .01; p < .001; 95% CI [.939, .978]) significantly predicted delinquency at
Time 2. However, non-victimization adversity at Time 1 was no longer a significant predictor of
delinquency Time 2 once total social support was added. For every 1-unit increase in total social
support, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 decreased by approximately 4%. Once again,
none of the parenting context factors (i.e., warmth, involvement, hostility) significantly predicted
delinquency Time 2.
Individual Forms of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2, Adding Composite Parenting Context and Total Social Support
Another Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between individual forms of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at Time 2, is attenuated by a composite parenting context and total social support, when
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controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Overall, once
again this was a statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (15) =
437.29; p < .001; N = 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant
improvement in fit from the null model. As with prior analyses, of the demographic information,
only sex and age significantly predicted delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.24; SE = .08;
p < .01; 95% CI [1.064, 1.439]) and older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.22; SE = .02; p < .001; 95%
CI [1.206, 1.279]) were more likely to engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. In
addition, the incidence rate ratio suggested that males were 24% more at risk for engaging in
delinquent behavior than females. For every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is a 22%
increase in the likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Of the additional control variables,
delinquency at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.27; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI [1.206, 1.331]) was a
significant predictor of delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time
1, the incidence rate for delinquency at Time 2 increased by 27%. Of the individual
polyvictimization predictors, peer and sibling victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.27; SE = .08;
p < .01; 95% CI [1.093, 1.484]) and witnessing/indirect victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.08;
SE = .03; p < .05; 95% CI [1.009, 1.146]) were significant predictors of delinquency Time 2. For
every 1-unit increase in peer and sibling victimization at Time 1 and witnessing/indirect
victimization at Time 1, the incidence rated for delinquency at Time 2 were about 27% and 8%
respectively. Total social support at Time 2 (Exp[B] = .96; SE = .01; p < .001; 95% CI [.939,
.978]) was also a significant predictor of delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in total
social support, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 decreased 4%. Again, consistent with
past analyses, parenting context at Time 1 did not predict delinquency Time 2.
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Individual Forms of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2, Adding Separate Parenting Context, and Total Social Support
The next Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between individual forms of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at time 2 is attenuated by a separate parenting context score and total social support, when
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Again, this was a
statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (17) = 437.83; p < .001; N
= 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from the
null model. Also, of the demographic information, only sex and age significantly predicted
delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.23; SE = .08; p < .01; 95% CI [1.060, 1.436]) and
older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.22; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.164, 1.281]) were more likely to
engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. In addition, the incidence rate ratio suggested
that males were around 23% more at risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than females. For
every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is a 22% increase in the likelihood of higher
delinquency counts. Of the additional control variables, delinquency at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.27;
SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI [1.206, 1.331]) was again a significant predictor of delinquency at
Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time 1, the incidence rate for delinquency at
Time 2 increased by 27%. Consistent with prior analyses, of the predictors, peer and sibling
victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.28; SE = .08; p < .01; 95% CI [1.095, 1.488]) and
witnessing/indirect victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.08; SE = .03; p < .05; 95% CI [1.008,
1.145]) were significant predictors of delinquency Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in peer and
sibling victimization at Time 1 and witnessing/indirect victimization at Time 1, the incidence
rated for delinquency at Time 2 were about 28% and 8% respectively. Total social support at
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Time 2 (Exp[B] = .96; SE = .01; p < .001; 95% CI [.939, .978]), once again, was a significant
predictor of delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in total social support, the
likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 decreased 4%. Once again, separating parenting context
factors did not predict delinquency Time 2.
Composite Forms of Polyvictimization at Time 1 and Non-victimization Adversity, and
Delinquency at Time 2, Adding Composite Parenting Context and Separate Social Support
Another Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between composite forms of polyvictimization at time 1 and non-victimization adversity, and
delinquency at time 2, is attenuated by a composite parenting and separate social support, when
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. As expected, this
was a statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (12) = 427.52; p <
.001; N = 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit
from the null model. Also, as expected of the demographic information, only sex and age
significantly predicted delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.23; SE = .07; p < .01; 95% CI
[1.070, 1.424]) and older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.24; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.181, 1.295])
were more likely to engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. In addition, the incidence
rate ratio suggested that males were around 23% more at risk for engaging in delinquent
behavior than females. For every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is also a 24%
increase in the likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Not surprisingly, delinquency at Time 1
(Exp[B] = 1.26; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI [1.203, 1.327]) was a significant predictor of
delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time 1, the incidence rate for
delinquency at Time 2 increased by 26%. Again, after controlling demographics, community
disorder, and delinquency Time 1, only composite polyvictimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.03;
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SE = .01; p < .05; 95% CI [1.006, 1.050]) was a significant predictor of delinquency Time 2. It
should be noted, however, that non-victimization adversity at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.04; SE = .02; p
= .07; 95% CI [.997, 1.075]) approached significance. For every 1-unit increase in composite
polyvictimization at Time 1, the incidence rate for delinquency at Time 2 was 3%. Family social
support at Time 2 (Exp[B] = .92; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [.878, .961]) also predicted
delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in family social support, the likelihood of
delinquency at Time 2 decreased 8%. Once again, parenting context at Time 1 played no role. It
appears that the role of total social support on delinquency found in prior analyses is driven
mostly by family social support.
Individual Forms of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2 Adding Composite Parenting Context and Separate Sources of Social Support.
The next Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between individual forms of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at time 2 is attenuated by a composite parenting context and separate social support, when
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Again, this was a
statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (17) = 431.84; p < .001; N
= 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from the
null model. Also, only sex and age significantly predicted delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B]
= 1.26; SE = .08; p < .01; 95% CI [1.078, 1.460]) and older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.22; SE =
.02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.166, 1.282]) were more likely to engage in delinquent behavior in later
adolescence. In addition, the incidence rate ratio suggested that males were 26% more at risk for
engaging in delinquent behavior than females. For every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents,
there is also a 22% increase in the likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Once again,
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delinquency at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.26; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI [1.202, 1.327]) was a
significant predictor of delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time
1, the incidence rate for delinquency at Time 2 increased by 26%. Of the individual
polyvictimization predictors, peer and sibling victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.26; SE = .08;
p < .01; 95% CI [1.077, 1.469]) and witnessing/indirect victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.08;
SE = .03; p < .05; 95% CI [1.011, 1.147]) were again significant predictors of delinquency Time
2. For every 1-unit increase in peer and sibling victimization at Time 1 and witnessing/indirect
victimization at Time 1, the incidence rated for delinquency at Time 2 were about 26% and 8%
respectively. When separating sources of social support, only family social support at Time 2
(Exp[B] = .92; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [.876, .961]) predicted delinquency Time 2. For every
1-unit increase in family social support, for the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 decreased
8%. It should be noted, however, that other adult support approached significance (Exp[B] = .96;
SE = .02; p = .07; 95% CI [.919, 1.003]). Once again, parenting context at Time 1 did not predict
delinquency at Time 2.
Composite Forms of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2 Adding Composite Parenting Context at Time 2 and Total Social Support.
The next Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between composite forms of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at Time 2 is attenuated by a composite parenting context, but this time I included parenting
contest at Time 2, and total social support, when controlling for demographics, community
disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Once again, this was a statistically significant model for
predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (10) = 440.00; p < .001; N = 624 with 167 missing cases),
suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from the null model and only sex and
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age significantly predicted delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.22; SE = .07; p < .01; 95%
CI [1.058, 1.405]) and older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.20; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.149,
1.262]) were more likely to engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. The incidence
rate ratio suggested that males were 22% more at risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than
females. Additionally, for every 1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is also a 20%
increase in the likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Of the additional control variables,
delinquency at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.24; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.182, 1.301]) was a
significant predictor of delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in delinquency at Time
1, the incidence rate for delinquency at Time 2 increased by 24%. Of the predictors, none were
significant predictors of delinquency Time 2. Composite polyvictimization Time 1 (Exp[B] =
1.02; SE = .01; p = .07; 95% CI [.999, 1.041]), however, approached significance. Interestingly,
parental context at Time 2 (Exp[B] = .97; SE = .01; p < .001; 95% CI [.953, .982]) significantly
predicted delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in parental context, the likelihood of
delinquency at Time 2 decreased 3%. Therefore, it appears contemporaneous parenting context,
but not prior parenting context, influences delinquent behavior in adolescents over and above
demographic factors, community disorder, and earlier levels of delinquent behavior.
Composite Forms of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2 Adding Separate Parenting Context at Time 2 and Total Social Support
Another Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between composite forms of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at time 2 is attenuated by separate parenting context and total social support, when controlling
for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Once again, this was a
statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (12) = 443.38; p < .001; N
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= 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from the
null model. Of the demographic information, only sex and age significantly predicted
delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.23; SE = .07; p < .01; 95% CI [1.065, 1.415]) and
older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.21; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI [1.150, 1.268]) were more likely to
engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. The incidence rate ratio suggested that males
were 23% more at risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than females. Additionally, for every
1-unit increase in age of adolescents, there is also a 21% increase in the likelihood of higher
delinquency counts. Also, delinquency at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.24; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI
[1.182, 1.304]) was a significant predictor of delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in
delinquency at Time 1, the likelihood delinquency at Time 2 increased by 24%. Interestingly,
neither composite polyvictimization nor non-victimization adversity were significant predictors
of delinquency Time 2 once the individual parenting context at Time 2 were added to the model.
Of the individual parenting context factors, parental involvement at Time 2 (Exp[B] = 1.03; SE =
.01; p < .05; 95% CI [1.005, 1.050]) and parental hostility at Time 2 (Exp[B] = .92; SE = .03; p
< .01; 95% CI [.868, .973]) were significant predictors of delinquency Time 2. However,
parental warmth was not significant. For every 1-unit increase in contemporaneous parental
involvement, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 increased about 3%. Interestingly, having
involved parents in adolescence increased the likelihood of delinquency. In terms of parental
hostility, for every 1 unit increase in parental hostility, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2
decreased by approximately 8%. It should be noted that to combine warmth, involvement, and
hostility into a composite score with higher scores indicating better parenting, hostility items
were reverse scored so that higher scores indicate less hostility. Thus, less contemporaneous
parental hostility predicts less delinquency.
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Individual Forms of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2 Adding Composite Parenting Context at Time 2 and Total Social Support.
The next Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between individual forms of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at time 2 is attenuated by a composite parenting context and total social support, when
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. As expected, this
was a statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (15) = 457.56; p <
.001; N = 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit
from the null model. Once again, only sex and age significantly predicted delinquency at Time 2.
Males (Exp[B] = 1.23; SE = .08; p < .01; 95% CI [1.062, 1.435]) and older adolescents (Exp[B]
= 1.19; SE = .02; p < .001; 95% CI [1.136, 1.250]) were more likely to engage in delinquent
behavior in later adolescence. The incidence rate ratio suggested that males were 23% more at
risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than females. For every 1-unit increase in age of
adolescents, there is a 19% increase in the likelihood of higher delinquency counts. Also
consistent with prior models, delinquency at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.25; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI
[1.186, 1.307]) was a significant predictor of delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in
delinquency at Time 1, the for the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 increased by 25%. Of the
individual polyvictimizations, peer and sibling victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.26; SE = .08;
p < .01; 95% CI [1.082, 1.473]) and witnessing/indirect victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.09;
SE = .03; p < .01; 95% CI [1.020, 1.160]) again were significant predictors of delinquency Time
2. For every 1-unit increase in peer and sibling victimization at Time 1 and witnessing/indirect
victimization at Time 1, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 increased approximately 26%
and 9% respectively. Additionally, parental context at Time 2 (Exp[B] = .97; SE = .01; p < .001;
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95% CI [.951, .980]) predicted delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in parental
context at Time 2, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 decreased by approximately 3%.
Individual Forms of Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity, and Delinquency
at Time 2 Adding Separate Parenting Context at Time 2 and Total Social Support.
The last Poisson regression model was conducted to examine whether the relationship
between individual forms of polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity, and delinquency
at time 2 is attenuated by separate parenting context at time 2 and total social support, when
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1. Again, this was a
statistically significant model for predicting delinquency at Time 2 (χ2 (17) = 460.67; p < .001; N
= 624 with 167 missing cases), suggesting the model is a significant improvement in fit from the
null model. Of the demographic information, only sex and age significantly predicted
delinquency at Time 2. Males (Exp[B] = 1.25; SE = .08; p < .01; 95% CI [1.074, 1.454]) and
older adolescents (Exp[B] = 1.19; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI [1.130, 1.250]) were more likely to
engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence. The incidence rate ratio suggested that males
were 25% more at risk for engaging in delinquent behavior than females. For every 1-unit
increase in age of adolescents, there is also a 19% increase in the likelihood of higher
delinquency counts. Again, delinquency at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.24; SE = .03; p < .001; 95% CI
[1.185, 1.307]) was a significant predictor of delinquency at Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in
delinquency at Time 1, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 increased by 24%. Once again,
peer and sibling victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.27; SE = .08; p < .01; 95% CI [1.086,
1.478]) and witnessing/indirect victimization at Time 1 (Exp[B] = 1.08; SE = .03; p < .05; 95%
CI [1.015, 1.155]) were significant predictors of delinquency Time 2. For every 1-unit increase
in peer and sibling victimization at Time 1 and witnessing/indirect victimization at Time 1, the
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likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 increased by approximately 27% and 8% respectively.
Additionally, when looking at the individual aspects of contemporaneous parenting context, both
parental involvement at Time 2 (Exp[B] = 1.03; SE = .01; p < .01; 95% CI [1.011, 1.057]) and
parental hostility (Exp[B] = .92; SE = .03; p < .01; 95% CI [.865, .974]) predicted delinquency at
Time 2. For every 1-unit increase in parental involvement at Time 2, the likelihood of
delinquency at Time 2 increased a little more than 3%. For every 1-unit increase in
contemporaneous parental hostility, the likelihood of delinquency at Time 2 decreased by a little
more than 8%.
Structural Equation Models: Direct Associations between Polyvictimization Time 1 and
Non-victimization Adversity Time 1, and Delinquency Time 2
The first structural equation model examined whether polyvictimization at Time 1 and
non-victimization adversity at Time 1 longitudinally predict delinquency at Time 2. Age, sex,
and delinquency at Time 1 were also included as covariates in this model. The model presented
in Figure 1 in Appendix E includes all paths run, with significant paths, which are characterized
by standardized beta weights, indicated by an asterisk. Overall, this model did not yield a good
fit and therefore results should be interpreted with caution. In terms of direct effects, 4 out of the
5 paths in this model were significant, and the fifth approached significance.
Mediating Role of Parental Context Time 2 and Total Social Support Time 2
The second structural equation model evaluated whether parental context at Time 2 and
Total Social Support at Time 2 either partially or fully mediated the association between
polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity at Time 1, and delinquency at Time 2. Age,
sex, and delinquency at Time 1 were again included in the model as covariates. The model
presented in Figure 2 in Appendix E includes all paths run, with significant paths, which are
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characterized by standardized beta weights, indicated by an asterisk. Although several of the
paths were statistically significant, the model did not yield a good fit and therefore results should
be interpreted with caution fit (χ2(5) = 192.27, p < .001; RMSEA = .218; IFI = .86; CFI = .86;
NFI = .86). In terms of direct effects, 9 out of 13 paths in this model were significant.
Mediating Role of Parental Involvement Time 2 and Parental Hostility Time 2
The third structural equation model evaluated whether parental involvement at Time 2
and parental hostility at Time 2 either partially or fully mediated the association between
polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity at Time 1, and delinquency at Time 2. Age,
sex, and delinquency at Time 1 were again included in the model as covariates. The model
presented in Figure 3 in Appendix E includes all paths run, with significant paths, which are
characterized by standardized beta weights, indicated by an asterisk. Although several of the
paths were statistically significant, the model only yielded a decent fit and therefore results
should be interpreted with caution (χ2(5) = 152.06, p < .001; RMSEA = .193; IFI = .89; CFI =
.88; NFI = .88). In terms of direct effects, 10 out of 13 paths in this model were significant.
When examining the mediating role of parental involvement and parental hostility at Time 2,
polyvictimization at Time 1 was positively associated with parental involvement (ß = .12, p <
.01) and negatively associated with parental hostility (ß = -.14, p < .01), suggesting that the more
polyvictimization youths experience earlier in life, the more parental involvement and hostility
they will report later. Non-victimization at Time 1 was negatively associated with parental
hostility (ß = -.09, p < .05), suggesting that the more adversity youths experience earlier in life,
the more parental hostility they will report later. In terms of paths from parental involvement and
hostility to delinquency at Time 2, parental involvement was positively associated with
delinquency at Time 2 (ß = .10, p < .001) and parental hostility was negatively associated with
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delinquency at Time 2 (ß = -.13, p < .001). These results suggest parental involvement partially
mediated the relationship between polyvictimization Time 1 and delinquency Time 2. Also,
parental hostility partially mediated the relationship between polyvictimization Time 1 and
delinquency Time 2, and fully mediated the relationship between non-victimization adversity
Time 1 and delinquency Time 2.
Mediating Role of Family Social Support Time 2
The final structural equation model evaluated whether family social support at Time 2
partially or fully mediated the association between polyvictimization and non-victimization
adversity at Time 1, and delinquency at Time 2. Age, sex, and delinquency at Time 1 were once
again included in the model as covariates. The model presented in Figure 4 in Appendix E
includes all paths run, with significant paths, which are characterized by standardized beta
weights, indicated by an asterisk. Overall, the model yielded a good fit (χ2(2) = 9.73, p < .01;
RMSEA = .070; IFI = .99; CFI = .99; NFI = .99). When examining the mediating role of family
social support, polyvictimization (ß = -.20, p < .001) and non-victimization adversity at Time 1
(ß = -.10, p < .05) were negatively associated with family social support, suggesting that the
more polyvictimization and adversity reported by the adolescent, the less family social support
they reported. In terms of paths from family social support at Time 2 to delinquency Time 2,
family social support (ß = -.09, p < .01) was negatively associated with delinquency Time 2.
Family social support partially mediated the relationship between polyvictimization Time 1 and
delinquency Time 2, and fully mediated the relationship between non-victimization adversity and
delinquency Time 2.
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Discussion
Direct Longitudinal Effects of Polyvictimization and Adversity on Delinquency
Composite Polyvictimization
Not surprisingly, I found that one of the strongest predictors of the later level of
delinquency engagement was the earlier level of delinquency engagement. In addition, gender
and age were also consistent predictors of later delinquency in that males and older adolescents
were more likely to engage in delinquency, which also was not surprising. However, after
controlling for demographics, community disorder, and the prior level of delinquency, earlier
polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity uniquely predicted later delinquency. More
specifically, those who experience polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity in earlier
adolescence were more likely to engage in delinquent behavior in later adolescence and early
adulthood. This is consistent with prior literature on polyvictimization that has established a
relationship between experiencing polyvictimization and engagement in delinquency (Finkelhor
et al., 2007; Turner et al., 2010; Haahr-Pedersen et al., 2020). Much of the previous literature on
the predictive value of victimization and adversity on criminal behavior has only examined one
type of victimization (e.g., sexual abuse) at a time. Finkelhor, Turner, et al. (2011) suggested that
using a polyvictimization model featuring a larger range of victimizations and adversities may
identify youths most at-risk for criminal behavior. Additionally, these findings largely support
Agnew’s (2001) general strain theory. Polyvictimzations and adversities act as strains or
stressors that can increase the likelihood of negative emotions like anger and frustration, which
may be corrected though externalizing behavior like delinquency. The results of the current study
demonstrate the detrimental impact of early adolescent victimization and its likelihood for
predicting delinquency, which is consistent with other studies examining strain theory. These
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results both challenge and support prior literature, finding that a composite measurement of prior
polyvictimization longitudinally predicts delinquency over and above the contribution of gender,
age, and level of prior delinquency.
Individual Polyvictimization
Extensive research has examined the role of individual types of victimization (e.g., sexual
abuse) in predicting internalizing and externalizing symptoms in adolescents, such as
engagement in delinquency (Bond et al., 2001; Finkelhor et al., 2013; Turner et al., 2016). When
further examining the individual subscales of polyvictimization, I found that over and above
demographics, community disorder, and earlier delinquency, experiencing peer/sibling
victimization and witnessing/indirect victimization predicted later engagement in delinquent
behavior. These results support existing literature, finding that adolescents who witness violence
in their homes and/or communities are at increased risk of experiencing internalizing and
externalizing symptoms as well as increased exposure of other adversities (Holt et al., 2008;
Turner et al., 2016). Similarly, previous studies on the effects of peer/sibling victimizations have
found that sibling victimization was related to more delinquency over and above the effect of
child abuse and neglect (Van Berkel et al., 2018; Tucker et al., 2020). Sibling interactions
particularly have been shown to uniquely influence child development due to the intensity and
consistency of sibling interactions (Cassidy et al., 2005 as cited in Van Berkel et al., 2018). The
results of this study also align with previous literature, finding that bullying victims were
uniquely higher in their total delinquency score compared to those classified as
“sex/maltreatment victims” and “property delinquent-victims” Cuevas et al., 2007). Further, it
appears that peer/sibling victimization and witnessing/indirect victimization was responsible for
the significant longitudinal relationship between earlier polyvictimization and later delinquency.
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Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Polyvictimization and Adversity on Delinquency
Role of Parental Context
Several interesting findings emerged regarding the role of parental context in predicting
later delinquency. When examining prior parenting in relation to future engagement in
delinquency, neither prior composite parental context nor individual aspects of prior parenting
(i.e., prior warmth, involvement, or hostility) predicted later delinquency or mediated the
relationship between prior polyvictimization or the individual subscales of polyvictimization and
later delinquency. This was a surprising finding due to the extensive research that suggests that
warm parenting behavior reduces the likelihood of engagement in delinquency and protects
against other negative internalizing and externalizing behaviors (Klevens & Hall, 2014; Yun &
Cui, 2019). However, when examining the predictive value of contemporaneous composite
parenting context, I found that parenting context predicted concurrent delinquency (both
measured at Time 2) and fully mediated the relationship between prior composite
polyvictimization, prior non-victimization adversity, and later delinquency. When examining
prior individual types of polyvictimization, contemporaneous parenting context was a partial
mediator of the relation between prior peer and sibling victimization and later delinquency but
did not mediate the relations between witnessing and indirect victimization and later
delinquency. Therefore, over and above demographics, community disorder, and earlier levels of
delinquency, contemporaneous parenting context (but not prior parenting context) influenced
delinquent behavior. Although few studies have examined the longitudinal effects of parenting
behavior on delinquency, no known study has examined the role of parenting context at two
distinct points in time.
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When further examining the role of individual aspects of contemporaneous parenting,
parental involvement and parental hostility predicted engagement in delinquency and fully
mediated the association between earlier composite polyvictimization, non-victimization
adversity and later delinquency. When running SEMs to test whether parental involvement and
parental hostility served as a mediator in the relationship between polyvictimization and
adversity at Time 1, and delinquency Time 2, similar findings were found. Parental involvement
and hostility partially mediated the relationship between polyvictimization Time 1 and
delinquency Time 2. Parental involvement and hostility fully mediated the relationship between
non-victimization adversity Time 1 and delinquency Time 2. The results regarding hostility are
supported by past literature, finding that parental hostility is one of the most powerful predictors
of child conduct problems and delinquency (Simons et al., 2007; Hoeve et al., 2009).
Interestingly, having involved parents increased engagement in delinquency; this finding both
challenged and aligned with previous literature. When examining parental involvement as a form
of parental monitoring (a behavior colloquially referred to as ‘helicopter parenting’), several
studies have found links with engagement in delinquency, suggesting that increased parental
involvement leads to increased engagement in delinquency (Hoeve et al., 2009; Walters, 2013).
Other studies have found that parental involvement is negatively related to engagement in
delinquency, especially when parenting behavior is both warm and involved (Hughes, Miller et
al., 2012; Padilla-Walker et al., 2021). When examining individual aspects of contemporaneous
parenting context, the current study also found that both parent involvement and parent hostility
partially mediated peer and sibling victimization.
Garthe et al. (2018) sought to examine prospective associations between maternal
solicitation and acceptance, adolescent self-disclosure, and adolescent externalizing behaviors.
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The authors found that adolescent self-disclosure and caregiver solicitation were associated with
lower frequencies of externalizing behaviors 1 year later and perceived caregiver acceptance was
indirectly associated with higher rates of adolescent self-disclosure. The findings suggest that
adolescent self-disclosure is one factor that may explain longitudinal associations between
perceived caregiver acceptance and lower frequencies of externalizing behaviors (Garthe et al.,
2018). The results support adolescent self-disclosure (when compared to caregiver solicitation)
of information as the driving factor in fostering adaptive parent-adolescent communication
patterns, which aligns with the findings of the current study. The items that comprise the
“parental involvement” measure are more indicative of caregiver solicitation rather than
adolescent self-disclosure. This may explain the surprising finding that greater levels of
contemporaneous parental involvement predicted increased engagement in later delinquency.
To further investigate the surprising findings about prior and contemporaneous parenting
context, exploratory dependent samples t-tests were performed. When comparing Time 1
warmth, involvement, hostility, and context to Time 2, there were significant differences
between all three parenting behaviors. More specifically, the Time 1 parenting context and the
individual parenting aspects (i.e., warmth, involvement, hostility) were significantly reported as
being significantly more positive than they were at Time 2. As there is only a one-to-two-year
difference in data collection, it is unlikely that actual parenting behavior changed as dramatically
as the results indicate. There may be differences in parenting context and the individual aspects
of it because the parents often reported for the children at Time 1 due to the youth’s age and may
have viewed themselves as better parents than the children viewed their parents when they
reported at Time 2. These findings could be more deeply investigated in future studies.
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Role of Social Support
Interesting findings emerged when exploring the role of social support as well when prior
parental context was also included as a mediator in the model. With prior parental context or
prior individual aspects of parenting context (i.e., prior parental warmth, involvement, hostility)
were included in the model, total social support, which was only measured contemporaneously,
predicted delinquent behavior and partially mediated the relationship between prior
polyvictimization and fully mediated prior non-victimization adversity and delinquency. When
examining prior individual types of polyvictimization, total social support partially mediated
both the relation between prior peer and sibling victimization and prior witnessing or indirect
victimization on later delinquency. In terms of contemporaneous individual aspects of total
social support, with prior parental context in the model, only family social support predicted
delinquency, driving the significance of total social support. Additionally, family social support
partially mediated the relation between prior composite polyvictimization and fully mediated the
relation between prior non-victimization adversity and later delinquency. When running this
model as an SEM, the findings of mediation were further supported. Interestingly, when adding
contemporaneous parenting context in the mediational model, neither total social support nor the
individual sources of social support were significant predictors of contemporaneous delinquency
and neither mediated the relation between prior polyvictimization, individual types of
victimization, or non-victimization adversity on later delinquency. Therefore, my findings, once
again, both supported and challenged previous literature. Studies have largely found that
increased parental social support is related to reduced engagement in delinquent behavior and
violent offending (Kurtz & Zavala, 2017; Bax & Hlasny, 2019; Micalizzi et al., 2019). My
findings suggest that the family social support may be less important in terms of delinquent
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behavior when other aspects of parenting are taken into consideration. Further, Micalizzi et al.
(2019) specifically found that parental social support may interact with parental involvement, to
increase its protective effects against delinquency. This is both supported and challenged by the
results of the structural equation models. When including parental context and total social as
mediators in the same model, the model did not yield good results. When examining only
parental involvement and hostility as mediators with no social support included, the model was a
decent fit. When only examining family social support based on the results of the Poisson
regressions, the model yielded a good fit, demonstrating that having strong levels of family
social support can play an important role in reducing the likelihood of engaging in delinquent
behavior. In addition, it is surprising that the current study did not find a significant relationship
between peer social support and other adult support, and delinquency given the number of
studies that highlight the important protective role of social support in the lives of adolescents
(Chu et al., 2010, Zwecker et al., 2018; Fernandez Lasarte, 2020). The findings on peer social
support are complex, suggesting that peer social support typically buffers the association
between victimization and internalizing symptoms, but when levels of peer social support and
peer delinquency are high, victimization significantly predicts increased engagement in
delinquency (Cooley et al., 2015). Chu et al. (2010) in particular, found that teachers were the
most influential sources of support for adolescents, however, the current study did not yield a
similar finding.
Limitations
Despite the strengths this study has exhibited, there are also a few limitations. First, many
control variables and social support were only measured at the time of the second data collection.
It would have been helpful to examine the possible mediational role of social support at different
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points in time, especially because of the differential influence of social support based on the
differential role of parenting context timing. Second, there was a large number of responses for
which the respondent indicated that they did not know or refused to answer, which I coded as
“no” responses. This could have been due to the sensitive nature of questions or applicability to
respondent. Lastly, there were challenges in creating the “parental warmth” and “parental
involvement” measures because the items derive from the same portion of the survey and are
very similar. Due to the similarly of these items, it was difficult to parse out which items were
inquiring about “warmth” and “involvement” respectfully. Additionally, several of these items
appeared to ask about parental “solicitation”, rather than parental “involvement” (i.e., ““[He/She]
asks me what I do with friends”), which may reduce the validity of the measure.
Implications
The current study provides many potential implications for juveniles. First, any
awareness of the issue of polyvictimization and adversity is beneficial in assessing youth for a
broad range of victimizations and obtaining interventions for the most at-risk adolescents. Next,
this study offers illuminating findings about the role of parenting as a protective factor. Although
it is most ideal to have positive parenting as early in a youth’s life as possible, this study
provides evidence that parenting can have positive impact during adolescence concurrent with
delinquency as well. Lastly, this study further supports the beneficial impact that having family
support can have on youth with backgrounds of victimization and adversity. These findings can
inform not only involvement with juveniles within the medical and justice system, but also the
ways in which parents interact with their children.
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Conclusion
Overall, this study has demonstrated several interesting findings that contribute to our
understanding of outcomes for polyvictims and factors that might mediate those outcomes. This
study is believed to be one of the first to longitudinally examine composite forms of
polyvictimization and individual subscales of polyvictimization and later delinquency, exploring
the possible mediational roles of both parental context and social support. Experiencing
composite polyvictimization, peer and sibling victimization, or witnessing/indirect victimization
earlier in life uniquely predicted engagement in delinquency later in adolescence after controlling
other factors that are strong predictors of delinquency (i.e., age, gender, community disorder, and
level of prior delinquency). Although earlier parenting context or individual aspects of parenting
did not fully or partially mediate the relationship between polyvictimization, non-victimization
adversity, and delinquency, contemporaneous parental context, involvement, and hostility, fully
or partially mediated this relationship. This is an incredibly interesting finding that provides a
direction for future study and supports the idea of positive parenting behavior as a protective
factor against victimization and adversity and later externalizing behavior. Additionally, total
social support and family social support partially mediated the relationship between
polyvictimization and delinquency and fully mediated non-victimization adversity but only when
contemporaneous parenting context was not in the mediational model, providing evidence that
social support can, at least in part, buffer the effects of early adolescent victimization and
adversity on later delinquency. This study demonstrated the detrimental impact of
polyvictimization and adversities as stressors that can cooccur and build. These strains may
accumulate, generating pressure that is ultimately released through externalizing behavior, like
delinquency. Positive parenting behaviors and support networks may work to reduce the impact
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of these strains and stressors, preventing future emotional eruption in the form of deviant
behavior. These results align with and challenge existing literature, adding to the body of
research supporting general strain theory.
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Appendix B
Models of Analysis Plan
Figure 1: Model testing mediational role of parental context (warmth, involvement, and hostility)
and social support on the relationship between composite polyvictimization and nonvictimization adversity and later delinquency, controlling for demographic variables, community
disorder, and delinquency at Time 1.

Figure 2: Model testing mediational role of parental context (warmth, involvement, and hostility)
and social support on the relationship between individual forms of polyvictimization and nonvictimization adversity and later delinquency, controlling for demographic variables, community
disorder, and delinquency at Time 1.
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Figure 3: Model testing mediational role of composite parental context and social support on the
association between composite polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity and later
delinquency, controlling for demographic variables, community disorder, and delinquency at
Time 1.
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Figure 4: Model testing mediational role of separate parenting context (i.e., warmth,
involvement, and hostility) and social support on the association between composite
polyvictimization and non-victimization adversity and later delinquency, controlling for
demographic variables, community disorder, and delinquency at Time 1.
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Appendix C
Means, standard deviations, and Pearson correlations for continuous variables
Table 1
Correlation table with controls, composite polyvictimization Time 1, total social support Time 2,
parental context Time 1 and Time 2, and delinquency Time 2.
M

1. Gender

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1.50

0.50

2. Age

15.15

2.51

0.07

3. Race

1.89

0.39

0.05

4. SES

2.69

0.69

0.01

0.05

-0.22**

5. CD

1.37

1.77

0.01

0.27**

0.10**

6. DT1

0.88

1.38

-0.05

0.34**

0.02

-0.06

0.47**

7. PVT1

4.04

3.90

-0.05

0.29**

0.10**

-0.09*

0.53**

8. TotalSS

18.75

3.63

0.01

-0.04

-0.03

0.11**

-0.09**

-0.08*

-0.09**

9. PCT1

56.55

6.00

-0.00

-0.31**

-0.01

-0.00

-0.31**

-0.45**

-0.47**

0.14**

10. PCT2

52.76

5.34

0.01

-0.38**

0.01

-0.01

-0.20**

-0.32**

-0.35**

0.41**

-0.41**

11. DT2

1.18

1.55

-.084*

.406**

.025

-.001

.316**

.563**

.424**

-.147**

-.337**

-0.04

-0.01**

0.54**

-.415**

**. Correlation is significant at the p < 0.01 level (2-tailed)
*. Correlation is significant at the p < 0.05 level (2-tailed)
Table 2
Correlation table with controls, individual polyvictimization Time 1, total social support Time 2,
parental context Time 1 and Time 2, and delinquency Time 2.

1. Gender

M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

1.50

0.50

2. Age

15.15

2.51

0.07

3. Race

1.89

0.39

0.05

4. SES

2.69

0.69

0.01

0.05

-0.22**

5. CD

1.37

1.77

0.01

0.27**

0.10**

-0.01**

6. DT1

0.88

1.38

-0.05

0.34**

0.02

-0.06

0.47**

7. PSVT1

0.09

0.34

0.03

0.14**

0.08*

-0.04

0.16**

0.19**

8. WIVT1

1.23

1.34

-0.01

0.30**

0.13**

-0.11**

0.54**

0.46**

9. TotalSS

18.75

3.63

0.01

-0.04

-0.03

0.11**

-0.09**

-0.08*

-0.06

-0.03**

10. PCT1

56.55

6.00

-0.00

-0.31**

-0.01

-0.00

-0.31**

-0.45**

-0.13**

-0.38**

0.29**

11. PCT2

52.76

5.34

0.01

-0.38**

0.01

-0.01

-0.20**

-0.32**

-0.17**

-0.25**

-0.41**

0.41**

12. DT2

1.18

1.55

-.084*

.406**

.025

-.001

.316**

.563**

.274**

.379**

-.147**

-.337**

11

-0.04

**. Correlation is significant at the p < 0.01 level (2-tailed)
*. Correlation is significant at the p < 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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0.22**

-.415**

Table 3
Correlation table with controls, composite polyvictimization Time 1, family social support Time
2, peer social support Time 2, other adult social Time 2, parental warmth Time 1, parental
involvement Time 1, parental hostility Time 1, and delinquency Time 2.
M

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

1. Sex

1.50

0.50

2. Age

15.15

2.51

0.07

3. Race

1.89

0.39

0.05

4. SES

2.69

0.69

0.01

0.05

-0.22**

5. CD

1.37

1.77

0.01

0.27**

0.10**

-0.01**

6. DT1

0.88

1.38

-0.05

0.34**

0.02

-0.06

7. PVT1

4.04

3.90

-0.05

0.29**

0.10**

-0.09*

0.53**

0.54**

8. FSS

7.08

1.56

-0.09*

-0.14**

-0.03

0.08*

-0.16**

-0.18**

-0.27**

9. PSS

6.94

1.71

0.08*

0.04

-0.03

0.13**

-0.05

-0.01

-0.09**

0.29**

10. OASS

4.73

1.66

0.03

0.00

-0.01

0.03

-0.01

-0.00

-0.01

0.28**

0.36**

11. PWT1

24.05

2.71

-0.02

-0.13**

-0.04

0.05

-0.24**

-0.34**

-0.17**

0.39**

0.09**

0.15**

12. PIT1

22.82

2.73

0.03

-0.39**

0.01

-0.03

-0.23**

-0.40**

-0.21**

0.26**

0.06

0.09*

0.43**

13. PHT1

6.27

2.09

0.02

0.23**

-0.02

0.02

0.28**

0.35**

0.25**

0.32**

-0.10**

-0.08*

-0.59**

-0.33**

14. DT2

1.18

1.55

-.084*

.406**

.025

-.001

.316**

.563**

.424**

-.226**

-.036

-.072*

-.231**

-.301**

13

-0.04

0.47**

**. Correlation is significant at the p < 0.01 level (2-tailed)
*. Correlation is significant at the p < 0.05 level (2-tailed)
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-.221**

Appendix D
Poisson Regression Tables
Table 4
Poisson Regression Results: Direct Longitudinal Effects of Prior Composite Scores of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency.
____________________________________________________________________________
Model 1
Variable
B
SE
p
Exp(B)
95% CI
Sex

.20

.07

.000

1.221

[.010, .051]

Age

.20

.02

.000

1.223

[1.168, 1.279]

Race

-.04

.09

.645

.959

[.802, 1.147]

SES

.06

.05

.271

1.057

[.957, 1.167]

-.02

.02

.465

.984

[.943, 1.027]

DlnqncyT1

.23

.02

.000

1.256

[1.197, 1.318]

PolyVicT1

.03

.01

.001

1.033

[1.013, 1.054]

NVAdvT1

.04

.01

.049

1.038

[1.000, 1.078]

CDsrdrT1

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; PolyVicT1 =
Polyvictimization Time 1; NVAdvT1 = Non-victimization Adversity Time 1

79

Table 5
Poisson Regression Results: Direct Longitudinal Effects of Prior Individual Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency.
_____________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Exp(B)

95% CI

Sex

.20

.08

.000

1.247

[1.073, 1.449]

Age

.19

.02

.000

1.213

[1.158, 1.270]

Race

.03

.09

.790

1.026

[.852, 1.235]

SES

.06

.05

.224

1.064

[.963, 1.175]

-.02

.02

.386

.980

[.937, 1.025]

DlnqncyT1

.23

.02

.000

1.261

[1.201, 1.323]

CCrmT1

.00

.02

1.000

1.000

[.957, 1.045]

-.01

.05

.820

.989

[.897, 1.090]

PSVicT1

.25

.08

.001

1.279

[1.102, 1.486]

SAT1

.05

.05

.300

1.048

[.959, 1.144]

WitIVicT1

.08

.03

.013

1.083

[1.017, 1.154]

SchlThrtT1

.05

.06

.376

1.050

[.942, 1.170]

NVAdvT1

.03

.02

.102

1.032

[.994, 1.072]

Variable

CDsrdrT1

CMltrtmtT1

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; CCrmT1 =
Conventional Crime Time 1; CMltrtmtT1 = Child Maltreatment Time 1; PSVicT1 = Peer and
Sibling Victimization Time 1; SAT1 = Sexual Assault Time 1; WitIVicT1 = Witnessing and
Indirect Victimization Time 1; SchlThrtT1 = School Threat and Violence Time 1; NVAdvT1 =
Non-victimization Adversity Time 1

80

Table 6
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Composite Scores of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by Prior
Composite Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Total Social Support.
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Exp(B)

95% CI

Sex

.19

.07

.008

1.214

[1.053, 1.400]

Age

.21

.02

.000

1.234

[1.178, 1.292]

Race

-.05

.09

.596

.953

[.796, 1.140]

SES

.07

.05

.183

1.070

[.969, 1.182]

-.01

.02

.602

.989

[.947, 1.032]

DlnqncyT1

.24

.03

.000

1.267

[1.206, 1.331]

PolyVicT1

.03

.01

.009

1.028

[1.007, 1.050]

NVAdvT1

.04

.01

.043

1.039

[1.001, 1.079]

PCT1

.01

.01

.243

1.007

[.995, 1.020]

-.04

.01

.000

.958

[.939, .978]

Variable

CDsrdrT1

TSST2

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; PolyVicT1 =
Polyvictimization Time 1; NVAdvT1 = Non-victimization Adversity Time 1; PCT1 = Parental
Context Time 1; TSST2 = Total Social Support Time 2

81

Table 7
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Composite Scores of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by Prior
Separate Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Total Social Support
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Sex

.19

.07

.011

1.205

[1.044, 1.392]

Age

.21

.02

.000

1.233

[1.176, 1.292]

Race

-.05

.09

.585

.951

[.795, 1.138]

SES

.06

.05

.215

1.065

[.964, 1.178]

-.01

.02

.634

.990

[.948, 1.033]

DlnqncyT1

.24

.02

.000

1.266

[1.206, 1.330]

PolyVicT1

.03

.01

.011

1.028

[1.006, 1.050]

NVAdvT1

.04

.02

.064

1.036

[.998, 1.076]

PWT1

.02

.01

.248

1.017

[.988, 1.046]

PIT1

.01

.01

.695

1.005

[.978, 1.033]

PHT1

.01

.02

.676

1.008

[.969, 1.049]

TSST2

-.04

.01

.000

.958

[.939, .978]

Variable

CDsrdrT1

Exp(B)

95% CI

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; PolyVicT1 =
Polyvictimization Time 1; NVAdvT1 = Non-victimization Adversity Time 1; PWT1 = Parental
Warmth Time 1; PIT1 = Parental Involvement Time 1; PHT1 = Parental Hostility Time 1;
TSST2 = Total Social Support Time 2
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Table 8
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Individual Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by a Prior
Composite Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Total Social Support
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Exp(B)

95% CI

Sex

.21

.08

.000

1.238

[1.064, 1.439]

Age

.20

.02

.000

1.220

[1.164, 1.279]

Race

.02

.10

.826

1.021

[.848, 1.230]

SES

.07

.05

.148

1.077

[.974, 1.190]

-.02

.02

.493

.985

[.942, 1.029]

.24

.03

.000

1.267

[1.206, 1.331]

CCrmT1

-.01

.02

.803

.994

[.951, 1.040]

CMltrtmtT1

-.04

.05

.498

.966

[.873, 1.068]

PSVicT1

.24

.08

.002

1.273

[1.093, 1.484]

SAT1

.04

.05

.397

1.039

[.951, 1.136]

WitIVicT1

.07

.03

.025

1.076

[1.009, 1.146]

SchlThrtT1

.06

.06

.285

1.061

[.952, 1.182]

NVAdvT1

.03

.02

.118

1.031

[.992, 1.070]

PCT1

.00

.00

.740

1.002

[.990, 1.015]

-.04

.01

.000

.958

[.939, .978]

Variable

CDsrdrT1
DlnqncyT1

TSST2

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; CCrmT1 =
Conventional Crime Time 1; CMltrtmtT1 = Child Maltreatment Time 1; PSVicT1 = Peer and
Sibling Victimization Time 1; SAT1 = Sexual Assault Time 1; WitIVicT1 = Witnessing and
Indirect Victimization Time 1; SchlThrtT1 = School Threat and Violence Time 1; NVAdvT1 =
Non-victimization Adversity Time 1; PCT1 = Parental Context Time 1; TSST2 = Total Social
Support Time 2
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Table 9
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Individual Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by Prior
Separate Parenting Context, and Contemporaneous Total Social Support
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Exp(B)

95% CI

Sex

.21

.08

.007

1.234

[1.060, 1.436]

Age

.20

.02

.000

1.221

[1.164, 1.281]

Race

.02

.10

.850

1.018

[.845, 1.227]

SES

.07

.05

.172

1.073

[.970, 1.186]

-.02

.02

.519

.985

[.942, 1.031]

.24

.03

.000

1.267

[1.206, 1.331]

CCrmT1

-.01

.02

.787

.994

[.951, 1.039]

CMltrtmtT1

-.04

.05

.507

.966

[.872, 1.039]

PSVicT1

.24

.08

.002

1.276

[1.095, 1.488]

SAT1

.04

.05

.396

1.039

[.951, 1.136]

WitIVicT1

.07

.03

.027

1.075

[1.008, 1.145]

SchlThrtT1

.05

.06

.338

1.055

[.946, 1.177]

NVAdvT1

.03

.02

.168

1.028

[.989, 1.068]

PWT1

.01

.02

.623

1.008

[.978, 1.038]

PIT1

.01

.01

.721

1.005

[.978, 1.033]

PHT1

.01

.02

.560

1.012

[.972, 1.053]

-.04

.01

.000

.958

[.939, .978]

Variable

CDsrdrT1
DlnqncyT1

TSST2

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; CCrmT1 =
Conventional Crime Time 1; CMltrtmtT1 = Child Maltreatment Time 1; PSVicT1 = Peer and
Sibling Victimization Time 1; SAT1 = Sexual Assault Time 1; WitIVicT1 = Witnessing and
Indirect Victimization Time 1; SchlThrtT1 = School Threat and Violence Time 1; NVAdvT1 =
Non-victimization Adversity Time 1; PWT1 = Parental Warmth Time 1; PIT1 = Parental
Involvement Time 1; PHT1 = Parental Hostility Time 1; TSST2 = Total Social Support Time 2
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Table 10
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Composite Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by a Pror
Composite Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Separate Social Support
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Sex

.21

.07

.004

1.234

[1.070, 1.424]

Age

.21

.02

.000

1.237

[1.181, 1.295]

Race

-.05

.09

.569

.949

[.794, 1.136]

SES

.06

.05

.205

1.066

[.965, 1.178]

-.01

.02

.645

.990

[.949, 1.033]

DlnqncyT1

.23

.03

.000

1.263

[1.203, 1.327]

PolyVicT1

.03

.01

.012

1.028

[1.006, 1.050]

NVAdvT1

.04

.02

.070

1.035

[.997, 1.075]

PCT1

.01

.01

.100

1.010

[.998, 1.023]

FSST2

-.09

.02

.000

.919

[.878, .961]

PSST2

-.01

.02

.651

.990

[.945, 1.036]

OASST2

-.04

.02

.097

.964

[.923, 1.007]

Variable

CDsrdrT1

Exp(B)

95% CI

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; PolyVicT1 =
Polyvictimization Time 1; NVAdvT1 = Non-victimization Adversity Time 1; PCT1 = Parental
Context Time 1; FSST2 = Family Social Support Time 2; PSST2 = Peer Social Support Time 2;
OASST2 = Other Adult Social Support Time 2
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Table 11
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Individual Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency Mediated by a Prior
Composite Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Separate Social Support.
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Exp(B)

95% CI

Sex

.22

.08

.003

1.255

[1.078, 1.460]

Age

.20

.02

.000

1.223

[1.166, 1.282]

Race

.02

.10

.833

1.020

[.847, 1.229]

SES

.07

.05

.177

1.071

[.969, 1.184]

-.02

.02

.477

.984

[.941, 1.029]

.23

.03

.000

1.263

[1.202, 1.327]

CCrmT1

-.00

.02

.846

.996

[.952, 1.041]

CMltrtmtT1

-.05

.05

.345

.952

[.860, 1.054]

PSVicT1

.23

.08

.004

1.258

[1.077, 1.469]

SAT1

.04

.05

.359

1.042

[.954, 1.139]

WitIVicT1

.07

.03

.021

1.077

[1.011, 1.147]

SchlThrtT1

.06

.06

.261

1.064

[.955, 1.185]

NVAdvT1

.03

.02

.161

1.028

[.989, 1.067]

PCT1

.01

.01

.417

1.005

[.993, 1.018]

FSST2

-.09

.02

.000

.918

[.876, .961]

PSST2

-.01

.02

.775

.993

[.948, 1.040]

OASST2

-.04

.02

.065

.960

[.919, 1.003]

Variable

CDsrdrT1
DlnqncyT1

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; CCrmT1 =
Conventional Crime Time 1; CMltrtmtT1 = Child Maltreatment Time 1; PSVicT1 = Peer and
Sibling Victimization Time 1; SAT1 = Sexual Assault Time 1; WitIVicT1 = Witnessing and
Indirect Victimization Time 1; SchlThrtT1 = School Threat and Violence Time 1; NVAdvT1 =
Non-victimization Adversity Time 1; PCT1 = Parental Context Time 1; FSST2 = Family Social
Support Time 2; PSST2 = Peer Social Support Time 2; OASST2 = Other Adult Social Support
Time 2
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Table 12
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Composite Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by
Contemporaneous Composite Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Total Social Support.
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Sex

.20

.07

.006

1.220

[1.058, 1.405]

Age

.19

.02

.000

1.204

1.149, 1.262]

Race

-.04

.09

.631

.957

[.801, 1.144]

SES

.04

.05

.425

1.042

[.942, 1.151]

CDsrdrT1

.00

.02

.993

1.000

[.958, 1.045]

DlnqncyT1

.22

.02

.000

1.240

[1.182, 1.301]

PolyVicT1

.02

.01

.068

1.019

[.999, 1.041]

NVAdvT1

.03

.02

.178

1.026

[.988, 1.066]

PCT2

-.03

.01

.000

.967

[.953, .982]

TSST2

-.02

.01

.204

.985

[.964, 1.008]

Variable

Exp(B)

95% CI

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; PolyVicT1 =
Polyvictimization Time 1; NVAdvT1 = Non-victimization Adversity Time 1; PCT2 = Parental
Context Time 2; TSST2 = Total Social Support Time 2
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Table 13
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effect of Prior Composite Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by
Contemporaneous Separate Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Total Social Support
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Sex

.20

.07

.005

1.228

[1.065, 1.415]

Age

.20

.03

.000

1.207

[1.150, 1.268]

Race

-.02

.09

.790

.976

[.815, 1.169]

SES

.04

.05

.412

1.043

[.943, 1.154]

CDsrdrT1

.00

.02

.895

1.003

[.960, 1.048]

DlnqncyT1

.22

.03

.000

1.241

[1.182, 1.304]

PolyVicT1

.02

.01

.082

1.019

[.998, 1.040]

NVAdvT1

.02

.02

.205

1.025

[.987, 1.064]

PWT2

.02

.02

.193

1.020

[.990, 1.052]

PIT2

.03

.01

.018

1.027

[1.005, 1.050]

PHT2

-.09

.03

.004

.919

[.868, .973]

TSST2

-.01

.01

.220

.986

[.964, 1.009]

Variable

Exp(B)

95% CI

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time 1; PolyVicT1 =
Polyvictimization Time 1; NVAdvT1 = Non-victimization Adversity Time 1; PWT2 = Parental
Warmth Time 2; PIT2 = Parental Involvement Time 2; PHT2 = Parental Hostility Time 2;
TSST2 = Total Social Support Time 2
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Table 14
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Individual Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by
Contemporaneous Composite Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Total Social Support.
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Exp(B)

95% CI

Sex

.21

.077

.006

1.234

[1.062, 1.435]

Age

.18

.024

.000

1.192

[1.136, 1.250]

Race

.03

.094

.776

1.027

[.854, 1.236]

SES

.05

.051

.380

1.046

[.946, 1.157]

-.01

.023

.749

.993

[.949, 1.039]

.22

.025

.000

1.245

[1.186, 1.307]

CCrmT1

-.02

.023

.446

.983

[.940, 1.028]

CMltrtmtT1

-.06

.051

.278

.947

[.857, 1.045]

PSVicT1

.23

.079

.003

1.262

[1.082, 1.473]

SAT1

.03

.046

.455

1.035

[.946, 1.132]

WitIVicT1

.08

.033

.010

1.088

[1.020, 1.160]

SchlThrtT1

.05

.055

.357

1.052

[.944, 1.173]

NVAdvT1

.02

.019

.385

1.017

[.979, 1.056]

PCT2

-.04

.008

.000

.966

[.951, .980]

TSST2

-.02

.011

.146

.983

[.961, 1.006]

Variable

CDsrdrT1
DlnqncyT1

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time; CCrmT1 = Conventional
Crime Time 1; CMltrtmtT1 = Child Maltreatment Time 1; PSVicT1 = Peer and Sibling
Victimization Time 1; SAT1 = Sexual Assault Time 1; WitIVicT1 = Witnessing and Indirect
Victimization Time 1; SchlThrtT1 = School Threat and Violence Time 1; NVAdvT1 = Nonvictimization Adversity Time 1; PCT2 = Parental Context Time 2; TSST2 = Total Social Support
Time 2
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Table 15
Poisson Regression Results: Indirect Longitudinal Effects of Prior Individual Forms of
Polyvictimization and Non-victimization Adversity on Later Delinquency, Mediated by
Contemporaneous Separate Parenting Context and Contemporaneous Total Social Support.
______________________________________________________________________________
B

SE

Model 1
p

Exp(B)

95% CI

Sex

.22

.08

.004

1.249

[1.074, 1.454]

Age

.17

.03

.000

1.188

[1.130, 1.250]

Race

.04

.10

.641

1.045

[.868, 1.259]

SES

.04

.05

.395

1.045

[.944, 1.156]

-.00

.02

.898

.997

[.953, 1.044]

.22

.03

.000

1.244

[1.185, 1.307]

CCrmT1

-.02

.02

.350

.979

[.935, 1.024]

CMltrtmtT1

-.05

.05

.368

.955

[.864, 1.056]

PSVicT1

.24

.08

.003

1.267

[1.086, 1.478]

SAT1

.04

.05

.403

1.039

[.950, 1.137]

WitIVicT1

.08

.03

.016

1.082

1.015, 1.155]

SchlThrtT1

.06

.06

.287

1.061

[.952, 1.183]

NVAdvT1

.02

.02

.413

1.016

[.978, 1.056]

PWT2

.02

.02

.322

1.016

[.984, 1.049]

PIT2

.03

.01

.004

1.034

[1.011, 1.057]

PHT2

-.09

.03

.004

.918

[.865, .974]

TSST2

-.02

.01

.134

.983

[.960, 1.005]

Variable

CDsrdrT1
DlnqncyT1

Note: Bolded p values are significant. B = beta; SE = standard error; Exp(B) = incident rate;
CI = confidence interval. All demographic variables, except sex, were measured at Time 2;
CDsrdrT1 = Community disorder T1; DlnqncyT1 = Delinquency Time; CCrmT1 = Conventional
Crime Time 1; CMltrtmtT1 = Child Maltreatment Time 1; PSVicT1 = Peer and Sibling
Victimization Time 1; SAT1 = Sexual Assault Time 1; WitIVicT1 = Witnessing and Indirect
Victimization Time 1; SchlThrtT1 = School Threat and Violence Time 1; NVAdvT1 = Nonvictimization Adversity Time 1;PWT2 = Parental Warmth Time 2; PIT2 = Parental Involvement
Time 2; PHT2 = Parental Hostility Time 2; TSST2 = Total Social Support Time 2
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Appendix E:
Structural Equation Models with Standardized Beta Weights
Figure 1: Structural equation model testing the direct effects of polyvictimization and adversity
on delinquency at Time 2

Note: Significant pathways are indicated by an asterisk.

Figure 2: Structural equation model testing the mediational effects of Parental Context at Time 2
and Total Social Support at Time 2.

Note: Significant pathways are indicated by an asterisk.
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Figure 3: Structural equation model testing the mediational effects of Parental Involvement at
Time 2 and Parental Hostility at Time 2.

Note: Significant pathways are indicated by an asterisk.
Figure 4: Structural equation model testing the mediational effects of Family Social Support at
Time 2.

Note: Significant pathways are indicated by an asterisk.
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Table 16: Mediation Table for Structural Equation Models
Relationship
PV1 PC2 Del2
PV1 TSS2 Del2
PV1 PInv2 Del2
PV1 PHost2 Del2
PV1 FamSS Del2

Direct without Mediator
ß = .12; p < .001
ß = .12; p < .001
ß = .12; p < .001
ß = .12; p < .001
ß = .12; p < .001

Direct with Mediator
ß = .09; p < .05
ß =.09; p < .05
ß =.10; p < .01
ß =.10; p < .01
ß =.10; p < .01

Indirect
Partially Mediated
Partially Mediated
Partially Mediated
Partially Mediated
Partially Mediated

NVA1 PC2 Del2
NVA1 TSS2 Del2
NVA1 PInv2 Del2

ß = .06; p = .09*
ß = .06; p = .09*
ß = .06; p = .09*

ß = .04; p = .22
ß =.04; p = .22
ß =.04; p = .21

Fully Mediated
Fully Mediated
Fully Mediated

NVA1 PHost2 Del2
NVA1 FamSS Del2

ß = .06; p = .09*
ß = .06; p = .09*

ß =.04; p = .21
ß =.05; p = .14

Fully Mediated
Fully Mediated

Note: Asterisk denotes p-value approaching significance at p < .05 level.
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